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ABSTRACT / * 

This publicati€^ reports the considerations and 
actions of the Committee on Education and Labor , to which* was 
referred H.2. 4222 ito amend the National Schdol Lunch" and Child 
Nutrition Acts in order to extend and revise the special food service 
program for children -^and the school, breakfast program, and for other 
purposes related to strengthening the school lunch and child 
n^utrition programs. A short explanation summarizes the amendment 
followed by _a historj of the programs. The^majpr provisions of t^^ 
bill are outlined.^ Committee considerations are summarized followed 
by a section-by-section analysis of the amendment. The text of the 
National School- Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 with 
changes made' by th.e amendment^? of 1975 follows. Additional views and 
minority views conclude the report. (HLF) 
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04th Congress ) HOUSE OF EEPKESENTATR'ES f IIepoet 
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XATIONAI^ SCHOOL LUXCH ACT AND CHILD NUTRITION 
ACT OF 1966 AAfENDlVfENTS OF 1975 



JI-vBcn 17,1973.— Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
. of the Union and ordered to be printed 

h— . 

ilr. P^RKixs, from the Committee on Education and Labor, 
^ ' ^ submitted the, following 

REPORT 

together with 

ADDITIOX.VI., MINORITY, SUPPLEiCENTAL and 
' INDIVIDUAL VIEWS 

[To accompany H.R. 4222] 

The Committee on Education and Labor, to whom was referred the 
billJU'R. 4222) to amend the National School Lunch and Child Nu- 
trition Acts in ord^r to extend and revise the special food service pro- 
gram for children and the* school breakfast program, and for other 
purpose^ related to strengthening' the schooLlunch and child nutrition 
i programs, having considered the same, report ftivorablv thereoji with 
\ . amendments ^nd recommend that the bill as amended do pass. 

The amendment to the text of the bill strikes out all after the en- 
acting clause and inserts in lieu thereof a substitute text which appears 
^ in italic type in th(^ reported bill. 

The title of the bill is amended to reflect the. amendment to the text 
<^f the 1)31. 

PUEPOSE OF THE LeOISIATIO^' 



The principal purpo^ of HJR. 4222 as amended &y tJxs.GoJjimittee 
on Education and Labor are — - ' • - • ^/ . • 
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(1) to extend the school breakfast program beyond its current 
f «ipiration date of June 30, 1975, to permanently authorize^the 
; program and to encourage an expansion of the program, 

(2) to roll back the prices students must pay for a hot school 
lunch from their present inflated levels to a maximum of a 25 
cent charge to any child, ' .l 

{3) to provicte automatic eligibility lor f re^meajs to cluldren 
' of unemployed parents, * 

(4) U> euiiancb and yxpand pailicipaUuii uf cliildiuii iii diild 

^care institutions an d |>re"&choo^^^ 

(5) to expand eligibility for /tf^oduced-price Itmch, 
» (6) to require the acjjuisitioi^and distribution of certain com- 
modities for child feeding programs at previous levels, and 

(7) to extend jflie highly successful special supplemental feed- 
ing program for women, infants and cnil(^ren and to expand its 
authorization in keeping with the increasmg interest in and re- 
quest^;' for program assistance, 

Histout of School Ltjxch Aijp Child Xctkii'iox Peograms 



Over'tlie last 29 years, the Scfipol Lunch Program has grown from 
A program involving an expenditure of less than $100 million to a 
program with an annual Federal cost of over S1.4 billion (cash andf 
commodities). In additi^, more than $300 million is now expended 
on aid that did not exJst in 1947, such as the School Breakfast, WIC, 
Special Milk-and Jsonschool Food Service Programs. 

"Jlillions of needy and nou needy child ren hdv e been brought into 
the proCTam and Federal subsidies for free and redOCed- price lunches 
for neeay children have risen dramatically to a current average level of 
well over 70 cents per lunth — pay injp close to the full cost of preparing 

^imch^ for these children*, 
. But the Federal aid ^nted to subsidize lunches to paying chil- 
dren (the majority of children in the program) has shown an overall 
decrease when compared to the cost of prepamg a lunch. 
' In 1947, when ,the School Lunch Progra'mjbegan 'operations, the 
Federal -subsidy coveted abouTSispfficwjiiif/the cost of preparing a 
lunch for any diild in the program. Huwever, because the cost of pre- 
paring lunches has risen miicK falster than the basic subsidy frate 
foiiiimches served to paying ch^diren, the share*of lunch costs covered 

,l>y Federal .aid for paying chifdren is down by almost one-third. to 

/^bout 21 percent for fiscal 1^74. 



'^FEDERACfUNDlNd-rbK SCHOOL LUNCHES 



'« ftdenl shirt of , 

Tots! Fedtnl funds Total cost of lonch cost for 

for school ionches prepiriota Ivacit luryiof children 

(DJilUoBs)! (cents) (percent) 




1 Thest ftfurts indudt cash and commodity assistance. Thty art the expeniitsres lor paid, free, and reduced- pnce 
lunches. ' 
> Frelimiaary. # 

Prior to the enactment the StJiool Lunch Program, some schools, 
as early as 1932, received Federal loans and agricultural surpluses 
for limch programs. In 1935, flie USDA initiated a direct purchase and 
distribution program to provide donated farm surpluses to school lunch 
prcfgrams in ah effort to dispose of these commodities^and aid schools 
Hi providing nutritious, iow-cqsLJneals to au students. Tiiis and later 
expansions of USDA assistant to school lunch prcicrams,(in 1939 and 
1943) used specM discretjpn«ty authority granted in a 1935 amend- 
ment to the Agricultural Adjust^nent Act ({Section 32), 

In 1943, the USDA insti|ufed casH grants to schooxs as a means of 
assisting school lunph prdei^fi^ This <5ash aid enabled schools to 
purchase food locally and,, frtnn. 1944 throtigh 1946, the Congress au- 
thorized $60,000,000 annuaiiy for ca^ grants and donated food to 
schoo>l lunch programs, fi-r-v. . 

In 1946, the sdiool lunch'T^io^gr^ was permanently atrthorized by 
the National Sclio<)l Lunch Ad; tP.ublic Law 79-:396). It fetablished 
cash grants to Staties-that enabled ihem to. aid nonprofit school lunch/n 
programs in public '^nd private stills. Payments. to S.tates were madeT 3\ 
on a matching has^'ind accc^^gto & formula that took into accounts// 
the degree jof need li each S.tite. jji addition, the USDA was author^ 
ized to continue jpronding Federally donated, food commodities to 
supplemcmt caah t^^s^ ^ ^ * . ^ . 
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The cash and commodity ajid es^blisl^diiiithe National School 
Lunch Act could be used f Or f<K>3 purcjbase tod for nonfood assistance 
tha^ woiJd help expand the progrjim to schools without equipment. ' 
Au 2unoJ&8 served by participating schools were subsidized (as long 
as they met TJSDA. standards) and the p;5ce to aU partijoi^ating stvr 

\ gfe;?:^^wa,s,thus,]o.weredsubstaniiarl]iyT!. , - 

Jlxi its first j^ear of operations (fiscal year 1947) the School Lunch 
Program provided a federal cash contnfantion:^t-B;8--dent 8 per nieal 
aficl commodities worth. IJ. cents per meal. 4^s provided a total aid 
pyJtaqg'-X9X<»nts) that'subsidized about' SI per(^ntx>f'thaco^ lof_ 
~ — pxepan ngeaclil tm ch/ ' . — — — 

The firet major addition to Federal child nutrition programs came 
ia^l954 whpn.tne Congre^ established a Special Milk Program^ grant- 
^ ir^'cash subsidies^or milk served in schools and child-care institu- 
' tions. By this tiijie, Federal cash subsidies for school Imiches had 
dropped to 4.^ cents per lunch .«nd the valu^ bf conGmaodity assistance 
had climbed to 8.1 cents. Bujt afihough.the.tpfalFedKral.schQolJunch 
'subsidy had jfanped to 12.9 cents per lunch, it covered only 30 percent 
ofthecostofpwpaiingalurJch^/ , I".. .-'^^^^ 
In the 1962.;aniendmehfe;i9 the Natipnsi School Xupph Act (Puttie . 
^Jaw 87^23) yt£e Cohpr^ liiade two substantisl chant s in the ' Schoo l . 
^XunchlPrograra. The f ortiaula ^fvhich Federal furiS were allock|e " 
to the States tvas re-worfeed so that each. Stafe wjould receive 
based on its rate of participation in jthe program, alonj^ with its nfeed 
for assistance. And k sijedal ^assistan^ jprogram (section 11 (xr the , 
/AH) was established to aid schools in' providing free i^^vrnxxcj^di* 
price lunches to needy xj^ijldren, , : ^ . \ / ^ • r 

By adding spj^dal assistance for m^S.to;needy^;5tudent5, the,0oiw^ 
^css j^tabhshed'anOT7,Federal commitmeSi| for child nutrition* tl^til 
the special assistance program jraJs first jSmded ih 1966^ there was no 
special provision f oi* Fed§ral aid to enable schools tajprgvide free and 
reduced price meals 16 jieedy students. Fed^l subsidies wcfr cohfiiied 
to f/rneral assistance for tdl Zwnc^^^{authorized^nder section 4 of the 
Act ) ana copmotUties, which provided a staridjard ^iiaount of aid fbr 
each iiajcli serv^. In 1962, the total Federal aid Jidcfeage for school 
lunches consisted of 4.1 ce^t4 per luhpR /in c6sh) andt 7.5 q|nts per 
lunch (in donilfddicomfr^Ddities).^!rhis pwv\9M,a ix)t^ Federal, sub-, 
skly (lt;6 cents prjlim^ti) tljrat covered^wpfercerit of th^ c6st of 
pi^piJring a lunch— a substantial. drop from the early yeirs of . the- 

By JS6g, Tederal subsidi^ for school liinches had dropped .to lb.2 
cenls nerliihch jfin tlashajrid commodifies), representi:gg 21 percent 
of tKo^;cost^|)f preparirilf ^(jdi lunch; Lcss^tlian half of this subpmy was . 
in»cash%(^6 cefitspfertnea!^. : ' - ; 

^ But in X066 twb^^^hdng^ expanded FederM child nntrition,i^st- 
ance; Special' a^istaiice for free and refftfc^d-priee meals to Aeedy 
^ children received its fii^ appropriation 'fsp^l assignee funding " ' 
fUd not becoifie^substantial until lj)68).*11ie CoS^ssji;p6 enacted t^^ 
Child J^ufrition Act of 1966 (Public Law SDMSgJ ^hi^ estaBlfehed 

School B^kfast Program/ extended and ejLpanded the Special ' 
^filk and ^fonfood (equipmeniO Assistance Programs, and provided 
^ for Federal aid to feed pre-scKoiif^hildren thr pay 
Certain Stat^'aaministrativtf*o^)ensea. ' , 



o 
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Xhe^e two change added i^over^ Federal sU]3port for child nutri- 
tion ancl boosted the azr^o^^/F^deraj^ subsidj^ per luifchr However, 
Federal aid for lynches to hto-Hefedy^kudents contmued to dedine as 
a percentage qf the cost of .preparing lunches — as the cost of preparing 
meals gi;ew. ^o^' example, by 19.70, Federal aid for paid lunches to 
non-n^y students. had declinedio 19 percent of the cost of preparing 

- th e mcaL — ■ ' > * : ■ " — - — ? — — ; • — > — ^ 

In 1.96S prc^insion giving F4Jei^l ,aad fot meals to children in noA- 
s* hoorsituatiom \v-'a3 added to'the National School Lmlch Act (sec- . ' 
tioii 13) . Eublic-LaW^90-302^ro5dded for grants to states tnat -flronm 
-ynaHe thom -io-assistday^ftmj>ent^T^ y 
tut ions serving meals to children. ^Summer feeding prbgrama-coukl ' 
^Iso be assisted under tidsprogram.^* - ^ ; 

Furthermore, in iwS, the problem of insuring jidequate funding 
{or the child mitrition program^ authorized' under law j^especialh^ . 
special assistancie lor* free ^nd •reduced-price limches) was nrst ad- 
dressed by the Congress. In approving H.R. ltS7^ (90th pon^e^), 
the Committee and th'6 Iloiise autlibri^^d the dired use of* section 32 
funds (permanently appropriated imder a 1935 amendment fo the 
Agripi^lturalA^djustiuent Act), to, provide casl\ aid in child nutrition 
programs. And, since that time* s6(^ion 32 funds have become a « 

^iajor'3odrce^Lfinancing.JE!e^^ 

for the School Lun^h ftnd ofljer child niJtrition prngimms/ \ ' 

rublip Law 91-207 authorized the use l)f section 8? funds to supple- 
ment chM nutrition appropriations in fiscal ye(ii' i9T0. Public lia^Y 92- 
.*^2 authorized the use i»f scctioh 32 funds in fiscal 19 < I andI972iu order 
to caiTy out free au^ reduced-price meal assistance provided for in 
the law. : . * . ^ 

Later, Public Law p2-153 authorized tiie usq pf 5ectjon^2 funding 
,to supplement regular appropriations for child nutrition and Public 
t^aw 92-43S autnorized the use 6f section 32^^irids tbjricrease Fedieral 
^school lunch subsidies^ diifected their iisejh'Jflancii^^^ 
^estabfished Special ^upplem^M Feeding Prb^amforW^ ' 
fants and ChikVr^,^ and imtliciriz^d l3icir iise for uon$cjiool progitains. 

fti tlxe 94ih ConWeiss, Plfblia J^aw' 93-l§, Public' Law 93-150; a^d „ 
Public Law 0^26 ^irected/ffi^ ii)s^ 6f Sfebtfon 02 funds In mabih^^ 
"cashSri lieu of commSiHti^^^payrttenls, in maintatifj^rfiaadecfuate leVeJs 
of cottT^od^ jiiid 4ri finaftoing'the? eft^nded' "T^IC*' 

" progi^rti." . '' '^^ v; - "^"^ '5/.' ' ' ' "! ' 

•Pubflic La^ 9i-24S, enacted in 1970, clarified the infenf pf Coiigr^ss 
that n^Sy children receive free br n^ducect-Jiricf. lunches by addiilg , 
specific?, guideline, for Hetenhining ekgibility fbr ftee^ an^ r^d(f<^d- 
price lup^es. It also required: Chat theie be nq dfeerii^inatipn ag^ain^ 
needy ^nldfeil tecejving free or rediicJSd-priq^^'m.e^ls^ afid\&^ 
State- ^*local^^at55Mn^^ ^ - " ^'y. 

In f97JL^fid 1972f, a series of enabtmentH (Public I/aws j^2, 9.2-35, 
92-158 92-433)* made a jnajor weak with the old system djf^p^* 
^ ^dding al$f or, school lunchea and breakfasts. They .al^^xt^fiaed>TiS 
ek|>findeS'3ii0 '^sting '|)rbgrani8' author^ed in tHe iTj$6k)hs3^^ 
Lutlch At^dlfte Shild-iTiUirition iLctand (^Wished <)MneV pror 




_ A guaranteed minimum •Federal sul^sidy fq^ each lunch served ^ 
("performance funding") was esta&lidied (first ^at 6 cents per lunch, 
, then increased to 8 cents per lunch) , Additional special assistance for 
free and reduced-price hmchea for needy :i5hildren was sho guaran- 
, , tt-cd (at a minimum of 40 cents per free or reduced-pficelimchj. Prior . 
to this change, in the law,, whiclpi in eiOfect erUitled schools tcr certain 

^ minimum subsidies base^ on the number of m6aIaifirYjBd,^hQ$^ljin,ch 

. fimding Imd tieen liisited by the amount^, of the annual, appropf iatiou, - 
TJae same j)jripciple of a ^guara?itee^ minimum subsidy per meal (^^r- 

.tfo/m a jiCQ funding"), a lso qstablish e d. f o y tji e Scn QQ l Breakfas ts— 

Pjog?^,ni— tho^ughJatJower JevelL ' . 

Oa-150, 9tV35g", and 93-347) , increased^ fyder^l child, ntitrition assist- 
ance. Guaranteed minimimi subsf&es for school limdies ahS break- i 
' I fasts were increased and the USDA was mandated, to* adjust them 
every 6 months to reflect food price changes.. A' guaranteed jpainimum 
subsidy was mandated for the Special Milk Pn^am* Commodities 
, {of. .cash in. lieu of, commodities)* -vyere guaifep^teed by setting a mini- . 
jn,um level, and granting, special purcha^ng authority to the USDA 
to allpw i^ tp,5purcl)ase ^ifficienf copam6dities.^3Brri;,.^espi mini- 
mum suh^^Bes per lunch se^v^d, the Federaf share o'^ tlie cost.pi pre- 
paring lunches for paying non-needy students Jias increased only ^ 
Slightly^ oyer til^ 1^70 ^ate. In W70, the 5*«dei^'^rcentage was 1& 
.percent.' The most recent figures available (J&cal 1974) incucate this 
, has. risen by only 2 percen^ge pointg to 2;l percent, o^Jy aboi^t two- 
thirds th|^ rate in 1947,- ' ' . * 

* 4 . ^ ^ MxVJOR PjIOVIMONS OlP THE BWL i '* 

^ * Lirmtation'on -P^^ of Lunch to Paying SUidents ' 

As ha^ already been shown, from its^ inception iii. 1946, thcf National 
/ School Lirnch !Pjrogram Ijas had the smgl^^pjuipos^ dif /improving the 

# nutritional stetus of iU^bmldre?!^^ all of the, years 
, hinco 1946, Federal assMance in th^ f pnn of cask paipnents and Fed- 
erally donated foods has b^n provided by Congress in order.jto ^rmit"' ^ 

^ the sale of lunches, well fcelo^ p;w)duation.cpste |o any child wishing* 
to participate, iegar^ess of f^jmuy income.. PEOvision.was also m^de* 
in the program for the service of. free or jreduced-pn&^ lunches to 
^ ^ dfiildren unable to^pjiy tlie regular lunch price chargecf in! participating 
spools. In addition, the program has be^ ayailable,to,any public or 
jpoii- profit private school i^egaridless pi the income of ite students or 
- ♦ • community. > : ^ , .... ^ - . ^ 

!Fromti946:\mtil 1968 the^prograin operated withput basic Qhange. 
Expansion to thousands of ^qitionaI.scho6)^L^)^^ the annual 

growth in participation of childrm 'ayerageiJpLve to' seven percent. 
However, tnp intent of Congress, as pkptessedih .tiie orijginal Act and 
in .thg l962 amendments to the Act to provide, *:fi:ee lunch;^, to needy / 
«. \ ehitSreawas not being carried^out.* * y 

/ Ac^qjdinglyj in 1968, the. Congress fir?* authorized ^hstantial 

. . special; ior free lunches. In 1970,hantoafkle^slat^^^ 

^ ' enacted lb jnai^date free litotes for any; duld cpiklifiyu^ 

poverty income guidelines. Siiccessive A^ts of Congress sinc^lStO^have 
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increased Federal funding forf ree U^tTtlies to the point that such funds 
UQW cover nearly all of the cost of pro^riding lunches to needy children. 
Ill addition, Federal funds are providing for the cost of free break-, 
fasts and free milk for nee^y children. 

The results of these eflbrts have been sticking. Prior to 1968 only 
about ^ee million needy children were reiving free lunches. As 

\ of January 1, 1075, this namber rgachfi^ tpn TTvflltrm, n.Tid will incrense. 

even higher later in* tlie year because of increased, xmemployment. 

-^-;fe-cotttrast^ , t he re has been a iaaijted;Teverse trend m the number 

of children paying tor their lunches. In 'the five years smce iyV<;, 
thfi, number^ oi jc ^ton„pM di asixi^ has deiclined ^m 

~IB-i niIlion lRa-m±lMe^pfb^®op^-of B;? nariien ^&tdfen. di^'rem 
uary of 1974 to January of 1975 alone, t^iie decline was one million 
children^ This overall decline of 2.7 million children in five^yeare has 
occurreH despite the fact that since 19J0 nearly 4,000 schools wkh 
an enrollment* of 2.3 million children hate entered the program. | 
Progr^ively, in recent years, the coft of producing nutritionally 
balanced limches has risen because of sharply hig^i^r food and labor 
cdUs as well as costs of other Items such a$ utilities, transportation 
and sup^es ;ised in preparing and serving lunches.* Since 19iB7, the 
cost QX producing limches has increased By nearly 70 percent^ as 
me^surca by the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index of 
• the cost of food away from home. In the p^t year, the increase has 
been well over 12 percent, - • . 

To meet this situation, . school lunch programs have been fbfrced 
to increase lunch prices with the result that more and more parents 
are simply imable to stretch the family budget so that their cnildren 
can eat limches at School Furthermore, in this period of reduced in- 
comes because oi shorter work weelra, as well as of constantly in- 
creasing pricee^and other cost factors, the number of children paying' 
for lunches at school will in all likelihood continue to decline sharply. 

Ms. Josephine Martin, Director of the sdxool lunch program for the 
Georgia Department of Education told the Conimittee, on March 10, 
"of the increased costs involved in providing school lunches in her state. ^ 
She stated that because the Federal payments have not increased in 
proportion to the increased costs and oecause some of these incresised 
costs have been handed on by school districts to children in the'f orm of 
liighei: lunch prices, many students are dropping out of the program. 

Ms. Martin pleaded with the Committee to enact emergency legisla- 
:tion to"?orrect this^Btobl^nr As she stated : "Admittedly, the school 
luncJr program is not the only semient of .our ecdnomy which is ad- 
versely affected by this situation. However, the school lunch, program 
is directly concerned with {^rbtecting the nutritional status, health, and 
welfare of the nation's children. In this period of uncertainty as to our 
future, we must look fil^t.to the nfeeds oi our childten to see that their 
opportiihitiesJor^foWtkjanS development are not denied because of 
.poor nutrition." . I ^ \ , 

^ ,Mrs. Dorothy. Van Egrnond oJ the food settees projaram in the* 
JPrinceXJeorge's County, MarylanOt public schoofe^ testified before the 
Committee on March 10th on the increasing cost of the school lunch 



program in her State. She testified that in the State of Mai-ylancJ the 
price of piioducing and serving a school lunch has increased'27 cents 
between 1972 and this year, but tl>at the FederW Goveriimoiit's contn- 
bution has only increased by approximately 5 cents a lunch during that 
tiijie period. The price chargeci the child accordingly has been in- 
creased to make up the difference, with the result that thousands of 
children havft Iftft thft prngr^Tn : 

Mr. Eichard O. Ileed, Director of the^ScI\ool Lunch Program for 

fee State of Kcw ¥er k^ submitted statistics t^ the Ccmmittee shoAvuig 

the bliarp decline in the number of paying students iii New York State. ' 
jPiose^tisticsLioIlo - 
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This chart shows tliat there has been a decline of approximately 
192,000 .paying students in the^chc^l lunch program in New York 
States fem l»T2:tp the present, Only 5^,000 of these students shifted 
to the free ajid reduced. pricej>ro|;ram. The remainiYig 136,000 students 
simply dropped out of the program . 

A result of this decline in the number 6t paying students in the 
State has been that a number of school districts are discontinuing their 
school lunch programs altogether, with the result that both middle 
income and poverty students are being denied a school lunch. As Mr. 
Keed stated : , 

"A drastic example is Hicksville, Long Island. During the 1972--73 
■ school year, this districtaveraged 2,160 Type A meals daily. Cost in- 
cre^ .forced a price increase for the fall of 1974 of 20 cents per 
lunch. Participation dropped to 400 per day. with the result that all 
"of the elementary: school progi:ams— some dropping to as few as .eight 
meals per day, six paid and two free — were forced to discontinue the 
^prp^ajn, *7?oday, onlv th§, Jfunior-Senior High School provides meal 
service witji the emp&isis on a la carte. The lamilies o'f this district, a 
so-called affluent conamunily, cannot afford to pay the 70 qents required 
tca>.urchasea:T^peA^lunch.'' • " . 

. JV&s. I41Ue Herndoiij.Pre6ident of the National P.T A.,„onAIarch . 
12th poiiited to the declining number of students who are .partici,- 



Dating in the school lunch program as an example of how the health 
of many children is being imperiled. The National P-T.A. has taken 
a strong position in support of legislation similar to that reported 
by the Committee in H.K. 4222. , , , 

H.R. 4222 contains provisions designed to reverse this serious down- 
ward trend in participation by paying children and to ppvide a sonnd 
basis for making the luncli progiam readily available to all children , 
A principal provision is that no child would have to pay more than 
O'ir.ontq gphnol hmch. « 

— This amendment w i ll have those important benefits : . . n 

(1) A 25-cent lunch prica would E qu alize ^he -opportunity lor Ail 

paying children to tajte part in the program. At present, children in - 
elementary schools are typj/aUy paying 35 tcv 45* cents per lunch and 
in high schools between^ and 60 cents, with the consequence that 
many high school students do not participate in the program. 

(2) Many low-income families which now, because of pride, refuse 
to accept free hmches for their, qliildreu will find it^o^ible to afford 
the new price of 25 cents per lunch. 

(3) Schools now losing paiticipation would experience sharp gains. 
With increased volume, production costs will be substantially reduced. 
According to a U^DA study publish^ on September 10, 1974, the 
cpst q( jyoducingli hinch would be reduced* by 3.2 cents under 25- 
cent lunch program. The same study estimales fli at maximum particr- 
pation of paying children, would increase by at least 20 percen^with a 
lunch price of 25 cents. 

(4) With increased volume, jobs would be created for an additional 
50.000 emploj^ees in the lunch program and local ri!erchants would 
benefit from increased business. < • i o i i 

(5) The present trend toward conversion pi the National bcliool 
Lunch Program, designed to improve the nutrition of all <5hjldren, to 

* straight-out welfare program, woul^ be reversed. As Itinoh prices 
.continue to increase and participation of paying children contiime^ to 
decline, tlie point is reached where it is no longer possible to sustitin a 
food service program even for needy children. This point has already 
been reached in the case* of a number of private or patochial schools, 
who have no outside resources, and in some cases, public schools as well. 

(6) A 25-cent lunch would help middle income young families the 
most, families especially with several children in school. This amend- 
ment could mean more to these families th^lri the much discussed pro- 
posed tax rebate. For example, at a saving of 20 cents per day, or $1.00 
per week, a family would save $36 per year per child. This money 
wffuld be used in the community to purchase other goods and services. 
In other words, the lunch cost reaction would'aipt only benefit the 
middle income families, but the community in genemlr^, . 

(7) There are still som^e 18,000 schools not participating.in the Na- 
tional S(^ool Lunch program. Many of these haVe oeen reluctant to- 
come into th^ program because of unsure funding. Of this total, 8,000 
are private or parochial school^ mth an enrollment of 2.3 million chil- 
dren.. With ihe 25TCent: lunch, at is expected that thousands of these 
small schools^ will participate. Such-an addition will provide nutri 

' tiojaal and economic benefits to children, families^ and cbmmuPjti 
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PARTICIPATION TRENDS, NATION^ SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM, 1970-75 
(In miinons) 



\ Total participation 

Month of January . V <P«'^' ^f«f. Total v Total free 

* Jinuary \ rcductd) paid > or reduced 

1971" ' \ 2?'5 18.0 1.5 

1972 ^ • ; \ ito 

1973 ^ - \ 24.3 16.5 7.8 

197' ' 24 7 15.6 

" — tut: Tsrr: 



Eirgibmfy of<miMren of Unemployed Pareiits for Free LwicheY 
\}^A^^ °l concern to' the Committee that the increasing number of 
ciijidreu from families with unemployed parents are not receiving the 
bcnehts of tlie free lunch program. Hypothetically a child of an unem- 
ployed parent can obtain free lunch, since an application for such 
benehts is allowed at anytime in the school year and current income 
may be considered by local authorities in deciding whether- the low 
income to^t is rtct As a practical matter, however, existing procedures 
-^/P^^^?^ school policies frequently work against widespread 
participation of siich children. Accordingly, the Committee has 

. 4^99K^R^am^^^^ .pi:o3ddea.automjCtia.eligibility ior^free 

lunpJi for children of unemployed parents. The amendment is intended 

^ to^royide a child with a free or reduced price meal during any period 
m which the child's parent Or ^arclian who is responsible for^provid-- 
ing his or her prmcipaUuppc^rt is unemployed. 

- .The Tyords ^respsonsible Ipr the principal support'' are intended to 
refer to the parent or guardikn who is normally responsible for provid- 
ing the prmcipal support oA the ci^ild, an* such child should not be 
declared ineligible for the provisions of this section by virtue of the 
fact that another „member of Jlk family is employed on a part-time, or 
temporary basis. The word "lineMploved" for the purposes of this sec- 
tion IS intended to mean "being Vithout a job which pays wages or 
salary." . \ • j ^ 

NutHtiOTial Reqidreimrvts . ' \ 

Section Y of the bill modifies the language on nutritional require- 
ments prescribed in Section 9 pf the National School Lunch Act. The 
_con^mjprompting the amendment was related to reports of plate 
waste m some schools. Tlie Commit^ is concerned with the problej 
of waste, and hopes thattbe-SeSretary of Agriculture will take^ 



State educational agencies^WSevelop 
admanistrative procedures designed to cut down on f o^waste. 

The Committee feels that it is in the best interest^ the nutritional 
aeeds of the child to have him consume,4WTTlfritionally balanced meal 
consistmg o^^ food group?. The failure to consume all of 

tfiTB^c-ccnrnponents of tKn^e iTmeal may mean that the child 
IS rocemng a jneal this is nutritionally madequate* A child should be^ 
gtiidpd into proper ^loices and given an opportunity to learn to eat . 
a vanefjr ^ foods, and it is therefore the hope ofihe Committee that 
^e?li)DOl personnel will continue to encourage jehitdren to consume all of 
component foods of the Type A meal. At the same time, a variety 
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of other techniques such as careful menir^liamyjg'-ta-i^ children's 
tastes, greats flexibility in portion sizes, greater choi^^jpecially at 
the junior high and high school level, and ed^cktion in tKfe importance 
of balanced nutrition, should all be employed to moki the' Type A 
meal Jicceptable and attractive tq youngster?. 

Thfl rnrnmi ftpp np jTosps rtnychange m school food service that would 
lower in any waytho nutritional standards of the Type A lunch. It 
should also be noted that Federal reimbursement for meals served 
Ui^d^r this Act will still depmid Oil the luiich iiieetin*; ilie nuhi- 
tional requirements set by the Secretary and presently enlbodied in the 
^'yp& A^h m^h. " 

Matching Requirements 

This section makiBs a change in the $3:$1 State to Federal 
matching ratio set forth in Section 7 of the National School iiunch 
Act. Historically, the $3 "state" share has been predominantly from 
children's payments. Hovvever, due to the increasing proportion of free 
and reduced-pricjj meals being served, there has developed in a 
nunalbor of states a shortage of children's payments, thus creating a 
shortage of Statp matphiijg dollars. The new provision eases the $3 : $1 
jgjitching requirement, witS respect to meal^ served fre^ or at a reduced 
p^rige. Thug change <}pei riot increase the FedWal expenditure of funds 
either for free or f oy paid lunqhes, nor does tfi^sjBiMivision iti any w.ay 
reduce the matching requirements Jor State appropriations.' 

Rediiced Price MeciH^ . - - 

The Congress has^spught to use the reduced-price mechanism to 
attract more children, lo the schooHunch program. The^income guide- 
line for reduced-priceiunches was preacxibed at 50 percent aboVe the 
poverty level in the aaneiidments af 1972 ; it was increased to 75 percent 
above the poverty level, in 1973 on a one-year basis, and was renewed 
at 75 percent in 1974. The hoped-for ^owjih of the re^uced-pricedunch 
has within the past six months begun to materisiJize, and convincing 
testimony was presented at t|be subcommittee hearings to the effefet that 
prescribing the incopie gui(^eline at 100% above the poverty level 
wotild give additional encauragement to schools to take part in the 
reduced price lunch program. The following teible from the U.S. 
Pepartment of Agriculture shows the growth of the reduped^ ^rice 
-^ H i[ < 4^)i^g i' anij jBtWeexr^ 1973^d Decelmber 1974; , 

September IMaiT- 367,^900 

Octot)er J^l — 4,^000 

NoTMiSjgr . — J iiL .r-^^^..^.- 4, 7ffa. 000 

pcember _J : .--C ...i -17^,3^*000 

ftnnary .-..-i,--^^-- ^„^;,;,,^ 5: 14ftj OW r 

February JL:^S^ 5t012,jDK)0 

ktai^Sl • J— ...^-i- ^o^;ooo' 

S«pt«mb€r- 6I2,;000 

October — , ui^^^Z^ — U,3I0._09Qi, 

December i jl}^i.-i.:.-_.._^V---r-r7-#r-*- '^316, 000" 





12 



School Breakfast Progrj;m ^ ^ 

During fiscal year lai^^and fiscal year 1975, pa?ticipatipn in the 
school breakfast pro-am lias shp^vn substantial antl- steady growth,' 
The impetus fur this gfowtli ^as pro\'ided by-the 1972 ChiJd Xatritioh 
Act* Anieiidiueiits Avhith made the bi^ftakfast i>rogram available ''in 
'aU:>rhools Tvhicli make applici^ion." The folloA\ing chart, prepared by 
the iTSDA, indicates tliat in September 1073, 9,619 schools offered 
breakfasts to 1,100,000 cliildren— while in September 1074, 12.48S 
schools offered breakfasts to 155&1,000 children — an increa^ of 2,809 
schools and 431.000 ciiil^ren. 

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM 



Schoob 



P<rt}dpation (noaber d d^ren) 



Total 



FoQ price 



Fiscal y^rlS74; ^ 

Sepleokcf.j^ _ -9,619 VlCam 897,525 r202.<73 

OdDber. _ .\ 10,071 l.'305.760 1.0M.227 \2n.533 

•Wovtmbef^. „. 10,a7 1,368,445 . 1,160.441 208.0M 

Cecembef...- Z^.^ 10,-330 i,34L 527 X087,97» 253.549 

JwBatyi974 • 1Q,595 ^1,39^020 1,090,414 2l£.«y5 

^ebnoiy . 11.544 , 1,415,575 1,1S2.505 237,0« 

Man* S. asafi l,5fl9.0ir 1,2£».143 239.945 

Apra ^ . 11,775 ^M>6,9<8 1.272,6CS 22S.341 

September 12.4«' 1^5Sl,l60 1,337,661 ' 243.i99 

Odober. ^I,... 12^101 1,652.545 1,439,350 213.195 

Hwtmbcr^., 12,955 1,772.524 1.526.4S9 246,035 

Oecetobef.^y 13,024 1.775,177. ^538^755 . 237,422 

As th6 chart indicates, that gi^wth continues Briskly — the figures 
fbr December 19T4 show 13,024 schools, and l,7t6,000 children, of 
which 86 percent are breakfasts served toaieedy emldren. At the same 
time, however, participation in the breakffist program is far less than 
the Committee ejects, taking into consideration Sial lunch participa- 
tion exceeds treafcfast paiiicipadon bv more than 20,000,000 cKl^i^en. 
Accordingly, the present bill makes the sdiool breakfast a permanent* 
proiffanx and requires that Uie Secretaiy of Agriculture and cod^- 
emr'ns^ State Aiiencies d^gn a plan to enlarge the participation of 
6f*h«>olsttfthe'fiiiles6 extent possible. ' 

Com modiiy DUiHbution Program 

Section 13 of the bill authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to 
continue for tliree additional years (through September 30, 1978) the 
purchase of commodities at "nonsurplus'' or "market'' price, i^r dis- 
.td|9j^ifiILtP programs such ^the School Limch and Cmld Nutrition 
programs, and Titl^ ofi^ e Older Americans Act ^ ' ^ 

Prcffision is also made for restoration of such cereal products as 
floiir^ cornmeal, dunim wheat "and other grain products and sa^Ja^ jDila 
and ^^ortening to the list of commodities to be d onated f b^'^ool 
feeding programs. Such commodities^are to be o^ered to schools in 
approximately the same quantities as insfiscal.year 1974. Ilifese prod- 
uct? are to be provided in addition to contmodity donations under 
SiJctipn 6 { e) of the Jfational School Lunch Act. PrcJvision is also made 
to encourage the purcliasihg olcojnmodities by the Department of 
lAgriculturef roip local producers. . . 



Section 14 of tho^ bill, provides that not les^ thtn 75 percent of the 
Federal assignee provideii to the School Lunch Program ni\der Sec- 
tion 6{e) of the School Lunch Adt^ shall be in tie form o^f food 
donations. 

The 'provisions of Sections 13 and 14 will greatly increase the ef- 
fectiveness of the'wmmodity di^trIbution in ixipjilj ing certain foc/ds 
the Sciiool Luncli Program ,^hich are essontir.I to ix^ecting tlie nu- 
itional requirements of^ the Tunches ser\-eil. Flour rauV other cereal 
^lijducts and short^jnings and oi£s had been supplied to School Lunch 
Programs on an unrestricted basis for. many yeai^ prior to fiscal ^ear 
lO^ot'Tfetr^toration to the list of foods available to schools mH 
result in moreMjutritious and more attractive lunches at lower cost^. 
A recent study by the USDA comparing prlc^ of USDA-purchased 
foods to prices paid "by schools for the same products f romjocal sup- 
pliers;^ showed a 7 percent saving overall . as a result of USDA 
procurement. • 

The Comniittee takes note of tlie fact that the Depart m&t of Agri- 
cidturc has acquired a sutstantial amount of beef for distribution and 
use in the School Luncli Program. The Committee reco^jiizes both 
the ^onomic and nutritional value of this action for Sie.'School 
Lunch Program. Awrdingl^y the Qbnunittee wishes to state its ex- 
pectatlon that the Department conti nue to acquire be ef and be^f p rod- 
ucts for use in the SclioorLunch f rograjn ataTeveTwhich fully laEes 
into accp\mt the nutritional value ol^ving a substantial amoimt of 
beef if0j^^ School Xunch Prpgram and tJie residtins savings that wiH 
accrue to participating local school districts who wSIl be the recipie'nts 
of Ihia^i^Haritand necessary.commodity. 

^Sfi^(^:SuppU7nerU(d Food PrcQTom 

i I'he Special Supplemental Food Program for "Women, Infants and 
C3iildren (WIC PrOOTam) was developed in an effort to j5rovide nu- 
tritious supplemental food for nutritionally deficient and low income 
pregnant and la<^talig wornen, infflcnts a^d children up-to four years 
of age through cash^gnmts to. State health depirtments or-xJompaJbable 
agencies. Authorized as a tllree yeai' pilot program, t\1C.li^s devel- 
oped into a program involving more tnan 1^500 iridividtlal efinic sites 
in 48 States, Puerto Ki(^iind the Virgin Isknds. The apf^roved case- 
load for fiscal year 1975 is I8r,500 women, 178,060 infants and 282,800 
children for atotal of GiS^SOO participants. ^ " , ' _ 

Sec. 15(a) amends subs ection (a) of pec tion 17,of thipt phi^d Xutri: 
tion Act to continue the* program through September S(?, 1978.' Tliis 
extensiori*of the programs wouldvallow for the continuation of supple- 
mental fopds containing nutrients which are lacking in the diets of 
women^ infants and children who are nutritional nsks. Such .fOod| 
include hij^li-qu^Ii^ pipfein, ironj.calciumj'vitajQains A and C. Those 
people.ell^ble f ocsuch a px^^t^am often are not aware of ^e necessity 
of suck nutrients to the hpalthy ansUpjfopcr <fevelopment of boai 
another -and child. Fiarthermorej eveiiv those who are aware^ of 
Ihdir nqtritionid deficiency are prevented from improving thek diet 
by tieir lack of funds. A study undertaken atBabie^Hospital in New 
York concluded that "maternal malnutrition during g^ta'tion prb- 
vides ttie simplest explanation for thV under nutrition in th5 

newborn infants of the pqjii:'*" 



It is estimated tl^t % percent of 'tihe Hverlwm^in the United States, 
or more than 2p0^t)90.^ch year, are hotfi "mih itrucWal or metabolic 
defects-that are appaj^t at pii thjor can l>c Mignosed diiriiig iht fhst 
two TCari$ of life^; About^ W per4^?nt of these defects are'xelated to 
spedific genetic facf<)rsj 20 percent.witJi environmental factdrs which 
affect th6 imlxihi b^; and abont 60 percent of the defects restdt from 
heredity and enviromnent acting tp^thev^:^ ^ , '^ 
^ Birth defects are'f^ree timedjisk^njffiok,in26\r-j7eig^^ infants .as 
in larger babies. Almost 8 percent :or 245.000 newborn babies weigh 
less than 5^ pomids. In the.SniUd States nearly half or all infant 
' deatl^ are related to low birthlweight ln addition, low birth weight 
can also retai*d mental detelopifaent as evidenced by a study wmch 
showed' cmldren we^hing less than 5 pounds at^birih had an average 
IQ of 94.6, as compared to S^.for child&eii'TPho Tvei^ed 5 to 10 

, p6nQ(b'4Cf jbirflhu _ ./ \} 

In addition ^o the food* suppfemehts the Program prbvides, 
this.procmm «ls6 Brings, the women and children into f& hcalfe 

* -wifeis ^ch for the eligSiiHty determination. There-" 

JOTB, ^^^:gMladpante also benefit frbin the ad'diHoSal' medical 
thCTini^tindtotherw^ " J 'J^ • " - ^ ' ' 

(}>X o^SeClionlf df;f£e;(3ffld'5^^ ixrfTis amended 
c ™®#i^P^^ each fiscal year. 

asaneigMmsipnl - _ , ' ^' ^ 

..£^?^*ly> J>isp'a rfajient <)l A^CTilttir^ hal a^' a'dditidnal 48 
rapUcants for the WIC Pr6gi^ with ISl e^mifed caseload of lodr 
TOO participants. Although tHese applicants are eligible, they have 
toeen demed accessrto He pro^m Becat^xif lack of funds. It is 
^cmiateil.fiiatr there' are & total iinmbfer « mfllidn women, in- 
" ^an^andjMdrpaeligiblefor^eprpgr^ . • 

Section 17(c) of the Oiild ifatrition Act gf lfl«6 is aniended to m- 
craase th^ meral share of administiiiive'coefe from, 10 pe to 

rco^tfiaJUrerdated^tpthispr^^ ^ \^\' ^^^^ 

m %eedj^^ MSs has'i^ cited fre- 

- quenfly hf T^C aAnimstrators in ordei^ to increaie^ihe effectiveness 
^^I&^S^ various^ administra^^ cbfes include storage- and 
distobutic^ processmg costs, .accdnn&ig and voucher ^rtsTas 
weU a^^costs for the preparation and maihfehance of records^and^rer 
port^ A particular Inmto^^ eijressed by WLC adtoinfe&ators in 
•relation toinadeqtmteadnmiistrative c<^ olikfficifint'funds 
tohireenou^h'fetaiu • - ' - 

Special,^^ood Service , - - 

'?%^^^-?3(aVof Eimch Act is^mended taex- 

tsnd^ihe Special Foqd:Service Program for ehildrra ^summbr food 
Dro^rramV for one v&r. ThA snTn'mAT* -PoAPj;w«^ 5^ jt^^^.^s ±j 




J prcjgfam IS d^ign^ to 

• ^— --^rjf "^^'^ reduce3- 

pnce meals at school dunng the school year. EligjBbiEiy for the 

" - '^^ • .- ■ ; — ^- -^-^ - - , 



grraia is based on tlie area-served rather than the income of the indir 
\ idual, i.e., area^ \\Jiere poor economic conditions exist or where there 
*are high propdrtions of working mothers. 

This amendment expands the program^ include public on private 
non-profit residential summer camps, which would include summer 
i-amps for poor children — such as "fresh aii^' camps. It also allows 
that any eligible institution may enter the pro-am upon request.. 
The importance of this pro\ision is that allocation of the sunmiS^ 
.feeding fiuiih is made in the spring by the States, preventing addi- 
tional or Uter summer feeding sponi>ors from being included. Because 
j>ponsors iftav overestimate the number of children they would serve, 
jiiillions of dollars go unspent while many thousands of eligible chil-. 
dren go hungry. In fiscal year 1973, $50,600,000 was made available, 
but only $28,000,000 spent. In fiscal year 1974, $50,600,000 was 
again available, but only $»*M.OOO,000 wa^ spent In the sitfhmerVf 
1974, States requested $64,000,000, $60,000,000 wai allocated by USD A, 
but only $39,000,000 \\as Aised. This provision alsd insures that suffi- 
cient funds>an* made available fgr alKgligible sponsors who may re- 
^tjuest particiWtiou in thej)rogranL' 

^sj[Voposed/changes to Section 13(c). establish maximum reimbui:se- 
menfSfttcs and also provide for the annual cost-of -food adjustment 
in these rate^ The reimbursement maximums for lunch and breakfast 
would Be set at 80 cent aind 45 cents respectively — ^the same maximum 
-levels currently allowed in tlie school foocl programs. The maxirrflyn 
for supplements would be set at 20 cents up only 1' cent from last 
summers i9-cent maximum. 

*In addition, tMs section also prbndes that all summery rograms re- 
reive SO percent of total operatmg costs (including in-kmd contribu- 
tions) or .100 percent of cash operation costs, whichever is le^. This 
actually only puts into law that .which* is already in the Department 
of Agricldture regulations. - " 

, Section 13 (il is amended to direct the Secretary to publish projposed 
regulations relatii^ to the implementation of this program by Jan- 
uary .1 each year and final regulations by March 1. This will allow 
time for adequate planning and efficient management and administra- 
ti<^ri. In the past^ the Department, has not issued final regulations, until 
^lay, Pnly a few weeks before programs had to b^gin operations. 

In tHe interest of expediting the issuance of regulations for this 
summer's program, the Committee intends that regulations for other 
aspects of the program reujiain imchanged, including the regulation 
.that appro\-ed institutions which mtret afl eligibility criteria may serve 
meals free to all; attending children .without discrimination* * 

The Committee bilLjretains the special sumij^er food program in 
section 13 of the Act. That prog^m, however, would only 1)e author- 
ized for one more fiscal year. The purpose in limiting its.authorizati6n 
to fiscal year 1976 is to encourage the Admiiii^ration and the Congress 
to review the program^s operation during the next few montis with a 
\iewfowardaiftending its provisions. • 



The general Accoimtiiig OiHce recently released a comiirelfensive 
audit P^the siumner progranv which made a series of rjecomiiieixded 
changes^ the legislation to improve its administration. Xh^ Congress 
needs^ti™ to consider these recommendations and to l^ear testimony 
Sxoia St^^ axi(i local administrators before amending the law. 

Chdld Car^f'ood Program ^' / ' • 

;;This secfjbn creates a ntjw section 16 of the National Scliool Lunch 
"Act to be liiaowa as the Child Care Food Pro^am./The Child Care 
Tood Pro^^i, wjKich is made perm/inent, provides grafts- ih-aid and 
other meai^^ provide ^meals for children in instipit^ons providing 
child care. TSs amendment to tbe School Lunch A}^ las the effect of ^ 
separating the|2aycare pjx)gram iroja the summer feeding program, ' 
both of which Me jaow authorized in section 13 of ^fche, Act The Com- 
mittee rejectedSm amendment wHIcb would have, folded the daycare 

{)rogram into ^e regiilar school lunch program. Ip rejecting that 
at^er approadi^^oweverj it was not the Committee's intention to en- 
courage daycare^&isfitutions to operate separately ^ frotn .the public 
school system an,^ from private educational systems. It is our inten-^ 
tion, rather^ efl^urage better cooperation bet ween^'the various public 
aad pireat^dayc^fe programs and the public and private school sys- 
^ an the Corhmittee inserted specific language in:the 
^15te^cli^cooperation^ ' ' 



teffis. For tfiii 
-iimendipenfctduj 



Studies havc"sli(^i^ a relationship betv^en malUjUtrition and mental 
retardation in the^^ry young. The National Academy of *Scienc^ 
reported". . - The -freight of evidence seems to indicate.that early and 
severe malnutritJbnisWrx important factor in later intellectual Hevelop- 
meht, above and be^^^nd the effects of social -familial influences." In 
addition* undernulriMm may be a result of the mblhet^'s prenatal mai- 
nutrition. HawevervJUH Myron Winnick, Professor of Pediatrics at 
Columbia University, felines studies whicbimHcate that if these childreif 
are fed a* gpod diet tipbugh their sixth or seyenth yea?:, they may 
<?atcJx up. The Child Cira&Q^m^pi^md^ 
"fliis very cnicial'forina]^^^^ penod of timel ' ; 
^ S^tion 16 Ca") (2)' "fexj^^s the defimlion of ^^nBtitufion^ to include 
alA tiou- residential puDHicor private nonprofit pr^anization, including 
buir not limited to daycite .centers, settlement bouses, recreation cen- 
ters, family^ .daycare programs, Headstart centers, Homestart pro- 
grams and institufions providing daycare sejfyices for handicapped 
children* Such institution! mqst be licensed or.in complknce^with t\e 
applicable Federal Interagency Day Care Keqjith^ments or5968: This 
provision ^tutorijy reaffirms the inclusion *6f ETeadstarl ^centers, 
wh'ch already, sSnce tJanuSy i974, have partippated in the program. 
* Reimbursement rat^'ai>(m)mmodity donatipnxates will be set at the 
?am.alevel as llyo^iri the National ScliooIXunth and School Breakfast 
^Programs. Tli^ rates will be adjusted semi-annually to reflect cost- 
^of-T6o"dadjus&nents.' \ . I . ' ^ 

Ifeimbnrseigents fot suppe* and supplemehts are to be continued-" 
Suppers ^otfla b^ reimburseij at the same rates as lunches. Supple- 
ments would be. reimbursed 20 cents for children eligible for free 
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meals; 15 cents for those eligible for reduced price meals; and 5 cents 
for other children. By mcreasing the reimbursement rate for lunches 
and breakfasts to match those m the* school lunch and school breakfast 
T)r«graTns, .^ee and rerhicpfl. price meals ^vould be more adequately 
financMl. More needy children could.take part in this program. This 
is important when we consider that 34,000,000 American women are 
workmg outsidp of the home, with neail;y 38 having schoolage chil- 
dren and approximately anothei lOU NMtU children below school age. 

The da}>;are pro^rruni is also given its own authorization for mouey 
to be used fur food service equipjnent. Speci/l provi$ion is made for 
thoi^e institutit^n.^ determined b> the State to be fc^pecially needy. Cur- 
renth, leirislatinn allocs for the States to use up to 25 percent of its 
totarprogram funds for nonfood assistancv. States have been I'eluc- 
tant to draw fium limited funds \\liich must cover the day-to-day food 
costs to pay for equipment. This provision \yill protect them from 
having to use their ongoing program funds for equipment. 

COMMHTEE COXSIDERATIOS' 

The SubconiinittiH* on Elementary. Secondaiy and Vocational Edu- 
cation Jield twi> da\6 of heapifigs on H.E. 3736 b-sponsored by Mr. 
Perkintr^-^Ir. Quie.* Miv Mcexls^-^Irs. Schroetler. andJMr. A[ottl)^On 
March 5. l\)7o. tlie Subcommittee considei-ed H.R. 373t) in legislative 
session and subuetjuently i-eported the bill with amendments for Full 
Committee oon-ideration. On March 11. tlie Coi..;nitte.^^on Education 
and Labor nu-rin livri»lutivo .st'j^iou to consider Il.Ii. .»736. T!ie Com- 
mittee subbe<iiituitlr by a recorded vote of 35 yeas and ^ nays ordered 
reported H.R. l^-i-aia bill identii,al to the introduced version of H.R. - 
373t5) after ^riking all after the enacting clause and inserting a new 
text. A number of Members of the Committee— including ^Ir. Buc- 
hanan, Mr. Jeffords, ^fr. Hall, ^Ir. Simon, Mr. Miller of California, 
*and Mr. Mottl— are sponsors of H.R. ^23. a bill identical to the in- 
troduced version of H.R. 4222. The Committee wish^ to note the .^pon- ^ 
soi-ship .and support % these Afembfers of this legifelation. 

In accordance with clause 7 of rule 13, the committee estimates thn^ 
costs which would be incurred ih carrying out'H.R. 4222 as follo^^s: 

^ • Eiftimate of costs " \ -» 

Sea 4 supplemental payments (to provide 25<ents lunch) : MiiUon$ 

1976 - — r 

1977 — 7 Sr5 

•1978 J ^V- 522 . 

1979 . r 

1980 — :^ 

The cstij^atcb are based upon the present average price of 450 which 

children are paying for a school lunch. Under the new provision chil- 
dren wiHj)ay a maximum of 250. Accordingly, there will be an average 
federatreimburbement of 200 in order to reach the cun:ent average 450 ' 
price. There are presently 15.2. million paying students in the school 
lunch program. The adciitional subsidy for ^current students ^w^ill 

J 1. 
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auiount to $547 iiulliou. It in anticipated that thei-e will be^20% in- 
civafee ill the part it ipiition of payinir students which will iv^ult in' an 
acUlitional $108 million for a total t>f $655 million. 

. TltKltut^l-prit'f lunch «»Ugibility increa.se to 100 i>trcent of poverty index* . ^ UU^ont 
^^'1076 J 530 

1077 30 

1078 ^ w 30 

1970 . -30 

1980 30 

I'sinir census data, it i.s est imated that 5 to 7 milHpn additional chil- 
dren tvill qualify for a i*e(luced'price meal. Only 2.6% df eligible 
VhIKli*en wen* added to the participation rate when the reduced-price 
vli*rible increase v\as last '^nacted. raising tlie index from 50% to 75% 
of the poverty index. The estijmate of $^^0 million in added cost is 
based iijjon better acceptance of the program at a ratex)f 5% of new 
1 1iir»ble children. Thus, the participation of 350,000 additional children 
are included in the estimate. • 

Commodlti^ (grains and oUs) : 2£ilUon9 

1070 : ^ *. ^ 579 • 

1977 1 79 

1978 . : - 79 

1979 1 79 

-1980- . Ji 79 , 

T>\u'ms: fts4 al 1074 the Depart merft of Agriculture purchased $69 
million of these commodities (including com meal, flour, shortening, 
oil). Tlip estimate for 1976 of $79 million takes intjp account the ad<S- 
tional childrens* meals covered by other sections of the bill plus the 
increasing cost of commodities. • ' ' ' ^ 

Me&h to children at residential insUtutibns:.* * ' 3£imon$ 

1976 - 1 ^ $125 

1977 : ^ 125 * 

1978 - u 1 125 

1979 — - — * L — 125 

, 1980 — — 1— ^ " 125 

Tliote are" estimated to be 4SO.O0O children in the residential jnsti- 
tutioUb covered by tlie bill. The Department of Agriculture estimates 
that million will be spent' for lunches and $50' million for break- 
fasts. ^ , . • 
WIC program: , * • ' if«Wont 

1077 I!^IIIIIIIIIIII"~IIIIIIIIIiniIIIIiriIIIIIIIIIiriI'IZIIIII ^250 

1978 :; l 250 

Child care fee<lln£ program ' . ■ 

1970 i..r-- S3 

1977' : ^ J 93 

197S , , ^ 93 

, 1979 r-if^- »3 

1980 ^ - A^^JI 1 ;93 

The new Section 10 oro^ram provides for new categories of children 
to be covered, and tM estimate of $93 million takes tnese into account. 



• ■ * 

Tlii^s allows an increase ol§2& millioA over the 1975 budget estimate of , 
$64 million. ' %! 

«l . muoni ' 

Summer feeding program . » 

The program ir, expec^ to experience, a 10% growth during the 

1975 summer period. / ^ 

School breakfast program : 

me — • ^J^T 

1977 r T 1^ 

1978 § i-. ^ 

1979 . 

1980 : m : . 

* 1 Payment,* are idjusted perlad\kuy to reflect the chan'gtys In the series for food away 
from home of the consumer price ^^e^c. 



There ai-e pi-esently LSMiHion childi-en in the breakfa^ J)rograni. 
There is projected a 205SSmcrease in participation for 1976, phi| a 
cost escalation of 11%. mjfjng the 1976 estimate $104 million. 

Pursuant to clause 2(1 Jit), Rule XI of the RwlesS the House of 
Repre«entati\eb. tlie Coirtfuittee estimates tliat this l^islati6n's posi- 
iive-inipact-on t;iononiic^^^^pverj-.an£leinpl^^^ i^YQuM^ubstaBtmUv _ _ 
out woi/rh nnv inflationarjtjjra poet. ' ^ 

The increased participrftion in thj^ school luncli program resulting 
from fhe euai tment of ILft, 4222 would have significant antHnflatuyn- 
f , j effect. As was statcdian the USDA's comprehensive studv on the ^ 
( hild Xuttition progrun#— July 1974— the economies of scale brought * 
about by increased schobt hmch participation should decrease the total 
cost of preparing each school lunch by about H per lunch J $100,000,000 ^ 
on an annual basis). Mdreover, the Committee feels thaf money spent 
on providing a school hmch woilld be more eMnently spent than a simi- 
lar ^/tmount expended indi^iAual famiUeSL^!^ meals brought to 

sohool. . - . , 

The increase in schoonunch parffcipation will also serve to stiinulate 
tlie a<n-icultural ecouomy by increasing demand for food commodities 
used fn the preparation^of the lunches. " ' - '^i i t 

Xew jobs would be created. It is estimateil bvjthe American School 
Food Service As^pciation that up to 50,000, aciditionaiemployees would 
be needed to carrv outthe expanded program in schools. 

At a time when all cost&^'are escalating, school lunch costs and, in * 
turn, school lunch prices, ate no exception. Families are hard pressed 
to stretch their budgets td meet the growing demands placed upon ~ 
'tliem. The rolling b£^k of |he price of a lunch to each child would re- 
sult m on average saving 5f $36 per year per child, vrhith the f amily ri, 
can usf tp-njeet other Ji-n% expenses. I^iis extra money w'ould flov 
back into 'tte^'economy.at f time when it is esf^cQiu^Jy xie,ed|d— particu- ^ ^ 
larly at state;and local l|yels. * ' - 
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KKQVniKMKNTiS IjK ClAUSK 2(1) (3) bx Rl'LE XT* • 

The Cowiinittee un GoYeinment Oi>eiations has not snbjiiitted o\er- 
&i{jlit findings of recommendations to this Committee. 
* The CongiT'abional Budiret. Office liai^ not submitted tlie anah^ib le- 
quired-by section 403 of tlie Congrobbional Budget Act of .1974. 

The Subcommittee on Elenientii-} , Secondary, and Vdcj^tional P<dn- 
cation did not hold specific o\er&ight hearings on the 6pemtipn of the 
School Jjuncli Act-. Howevej, in testimony before the Subcommittee 
on II.R. 3736 \Aitnesses recommended changes in the current operation 
of the program. The changeb that were recouunended^re desi^^riln d in 
the section of tlie rc^port entitled "Major Pro\'isioris of the^Bill".' 

- • Section-bt-Section" An'alysis of H.E; 4222^ as Reported 

Section L This section states that the bill be cited as '4he Katiqjial 
School Lunch Act aUd Child Nutrition* Act of 1966 Amendments 
of 1975;'. ' • , ~ * 

Section £.'This section \vould make permanent the authorization 
of appropriations for the school breakfast program under section 4 
of the Chdd Nutrition Acfcof 1966. / ' - 

jSectianX This section wonld^tate as^-a matter of Jiational policy 
that the breakfast program should be%iade available in .all schools 
where it is needed and^hfjjt the Secretaiy of Agriculture must carry 
out a program of information to implemeiU this policy. The Secretary 
would have to re^port to th6 appropriate Congressionarcommi'toes 
within 90 days after enactment of the bill his"plan5 to expand the 
program. ^ f ' , 

Secttm i* Subsection (a) of this section would amend the Nafional 
. School Lunch Act by directing the Secretary to mWce supplemental 
food assistance phyments to State educational agen<n^Tfi participat- 
ing States, such supplemental payments not being subject to the match- 
ing requirements of sections 7 and 10. 

The amoxint of such supplemental payments for each school partici- 
pating in the program shall. equal the number of lunches (other than, 
free and reduced-price lunches) served to ch^dren in such school, 
multiplied by either the difference between the price of such a lunch 
in such school as of January l\ 1975, and 25 cents, or 10 cents, whicli; 
ever is the greater. Supplemental payments to school districts partici- 
pating in Jhe school lunch prograin for the first time woidd be com- 
puted by multiplying the number of lunches (other than free and 
reduced price) served in the school by either the difference between 
tlie average price charged students for such lunches in the State oh 
;J,anuJiiy 1, 19t5, and 25 cents or 10 cents, whichever is the greater. 

Subsection (b) of this. section would amend section 8 of the Na- 
tional School Lunch Act to allow participation by a scliool only if 
no child"in that school is required to pay a price in"^5^ess of 25 cents 
for ahinch during the fiscal year of participation.^ — 

Subsection (c) provides that the amendments made by this section 
&all be effective as of July 1, 1975. 
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Section J. This section would make conforming changes necessitated 
by the amendment- made by section 9(c). 
^ta!ona.The National School Limch Act presently requires States, 
in general, to match every dollar of Federal funds with $3 of State 
and local funds for the basic school lunch program. This section would 
vaive that -requirement for the amount of Federal funds received by 
a State to provide free and i^educed price meals. No State, however, 
could reduce its present level of State funds due to this waiver. 

SeHlon 7. Subsection (a) of this section would amend the National 
.School Lunch Act to provide that foods must ^e offered lo students in 

- th0' lunch 'program Mt that students cannot .be required to accept 
foods tiiey do nqt want. . . ' ,s , -r t. i • 

* Subsection (b) would amend the National School Lunqh Act to pro- 
vide that children eligible for reduced price meals could be from 
families ht^ving jncome^ no itiore than 100. percent above the family 
poverty guidelines prescribed by the Secretary aimuatly. The present 
law proiades that such elid:1^ity must be limited to incomes no more 
^ 75 percent in exf;es^ of the poverty.guidelines. 
^ This section further amends the. National School Lunch Act by 

- pro( Iding that any child of a parent or guardian who is the principal 
support of such child and is imemployed shall be served a free lunch 

■ during th€A pe.riQd oft uhemplo^ The school s hall in no way dis- 
criminate against or overtlv identify such child by special tokens, or, 
other measures. iTie' amendment made by this subsection shall be ef- 
fective dui^rg the period beginning on the date of the enactment of 
th^ bill and ending one year thereafter. , 

keotion 8. This /section contains a technical amendment to the Ne- 
tioiial School Lunch Act to make the provision authorizing direct 
pay^ients to private nonprofit schools and institutions conf^^rm to 
s the tevised afidcation method for school lunch funds contained in 
* Publjfe LaT^9&-433 and to the amendment made by section 9. 

^epioTirS^^Subsection (b) of this 'section amends the National School 
Luncfli Act to include the Trust Territoiy of tihe Pacific Islands in" 
the d^finitipiTof "State" Jfor the purposes of the -Act. ^ . 

S^tM^fciOT (c) of this section would broaden the definition or 
"schoolf contained in the National School Lui\ch Act to include any 
public or licensed nonprofit private residential child cai3B institution,, 
adQptintec, for purposes, of- tliat paragraphl the same definition ot* j 
"nonpr<ffit" ffresently contained in section 12(d)(3) of the NatiorifiJ^ 
School Lunch Act, whiph is a tax-exempt status tmder the InterQal ^ . 

EevenuiJC^ v ^ " * v ^ * v ' 

"^ecttok 10. This section would amend the" National School Luncti*:*^ 
Act tq limit the special food service progra^i for children (section ig': 
, of such AqI) .to special summer programsr operated by nonresidenti§;i'\. 
public or- Pirate nonprofit institutions and residential public or pri- 



vaff* nonpBaft summer camps. . o ; \ 'T[, . \ \^ 

This.section alsQ contains a new provision, that institutions eligible 
for the summer |)ro^m would have to offer a regularly scheduled 
program for any period during the Months of May thrdu^h Septem- \ 
ber» At site, locations where drganized recreations^! activities or food 
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services provided for children in attendance. In addition, this sec- 
tion .provides that financial assistance to a. service institution shall 
equal 80 percent of the operating costs of such institution's food serv- 
ice, or 100 p^cent of such institution s cash expenditure for the op- 
erating costs of its food service, w]|^chever is less, but in no instance , 
shall it exceed 80 cents for each lundi or supper ^rved, 46 cents, for 
each breakfast served, and 20- cents for «ach supplement served* This 
section further provides ^at the Secretary of Agriculture shall pub- 
lish proposed and final regulations relating to the implementation of 
the summer food program each fiscal year by certain specified dates. 

Section.}!, This section would repeal from the National School - 
Lunck Act a provision regarding the availability of section 32 funds 
which was operative during fiscal yqars 1971 and 1972. 

.Section iS. This section would amend the Child Xutritlon Act of 
1966 to include public or licensed nonprofit private, residential child 
care institutions. Such institutions would have to have tax-exanpt 
status under the 'Internal Reveniie Code in order to be eligib'lfe. 
' Section Subsection (a) of this section would extend the Com- 
.n^odity Distribution Program contained A section 14 of the Jfational ^ 
School Lunch* Act and require donation of cereal, and shoitening and 
oilproduct^ at the level provided in fiscal year 1974. - _ ^-1 . . 

Snbsectlon (b) provides that in purcTiasTng agriculhiraTcommodi^ 
ties, the Secretary of Agriculture snail not issu6 specifications which , 
restrict participation of local producers unless it will resirit in sig- ^ 
nificant advantages to tlie school lunch broffram. . ' ^ 

. Section li. This section would provide inat at least 75 perccftit of 
^as^stance proyided under section 6 of tlie Xalional Scliool Luncfij^Vct 
shall hb in the f qnn of foods purchased by the Departments^ of 
Agriculture. , , , . . 

Section^ IB. This section would extend for thi*ee, fiscal .y^ai-s the 
Special Supplemental Fooi Program contained in section 17 o^ th^ 
Child N.utntioji Act of 1966)^nd,authori2e appropriations of $250,- 
000,000 for each fiscal year, or, rf there are not sufficient appropriations, 
use of funds appropriated by^sewion 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935. 

The allowance for admimstrati^e costs of any program carnefl out 
imder autihority of such section IT^is increased under this section to 
15 percent of the Federal funds provided under the autho^ty of sucK 
scctito 17* Present, lajy provides a 10 perc^t limit. / 
, Section, 16, This section Vropld amend .the Jfational School Lunch 
^ct by adding a new section 16 to establish and maintain programs,^ 
*0n a permanent basis, for, children in nonresidential child care insti-" 
tutions. Those institutions eligibje under. this section are public or pi i- 
yjrte nonprofit^ organizations where children are not maintained in 
permaneilt residence, and which have received local. State or Federal 
licensing or approval. The "^institutions must have achic^Ved or be 
moving toward tax-exempt status* , \ . , 

, This section furttier provides that t]^ Secretary of Agriculture shall 
make child care food payments to*^<m State educational agency on at 
least a monthly basis, the computaiio]^ of such reiriiburaemehts and 
commodity donations to be the same.as tnpse for liifiches and breakfasts 
^rved in the school luncli and breakfast program. Eeir^bursements.oi 
surplus ;and supplements are to be continued; 
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*=~Su]^tion (b)(2> of new sfction 16 authorizes, the Secretary 6f 
Agriculture to provide a,delitional funding, on at least a niotifiily 
ba:yis, to those child care programs determined to be "especiallvneeajLi- 

Subsection (b)(3) of section IQ^ prqv|dpjb^ *i5^1?5^ 
far meals to be provided, in nny^gtro^^ffOTiTOsniill he forwarded lo 
each State no lat^^UAn the first day of each month. ^ ' 

" Subsection (c>*6f new section 16 states that all meals seV\ ed by 
participating institution^ shall meet minimum nutritional refjuire- 
ments. and that no chilcTshall be discriminated against because of his 
iiiabilit\ to pay. Commodities must be disburse^ to these institutions 
under this program. * ^ . i j 

The ne\^ 5?ection provides for direct disbursement of funds to eduT 
ciitioiiiU ijibtitutions in those States where the State educational agency 
'is unable tb disburse the funds. 

Tlie value of assistance to children under tliis new section shall not 
' be considered income under any Federal or State laws. An authoriza- 
tioapf app^ropri^tions would be prov ided for adiujnistnxtix e expuses 
relatecl to the new section. Of the sums appropriated under tins new 
section and sectioj> 13 of the National School X.uiich Act, $3^000,000 
iShall.be avaikl)le to pjpvide non-food assistance for the child care 
♦ program and th^ summer food program.; > ' . 

' . ^Sectim 17. Subsection (a) of this section toiends the Child Js^utri- 
tjion Act of 1966 to expand the definitioaof "United States" binder the 
*spei iat milk program to include the Commonwealth of Pueito Rico, 
the Virgin Ii>lands, and the Trust Territory of the ^Pacific Islands. 
, Subsection (b) Amends section 4(b) (1) of tb6 Child Nutrition. Act . 
oi iDbO b\ including tlie Trust Territory of the Eacific Islands immedi- 
, ately following "American Stooa in tli^ apportionment of ftuids. 

Subsection (c) expands the.definitio^i of "State'\ for purposes of the 
. Child Xutritioa Act of 1966, to include the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands. 



V 



•■I 




CirAXGES IX Existing Law Made bt H.R. 4222 as Reported 

In compliance with Clause 8 of Rule XIIT of the Rules of the 
Hoube of Representatives, chan«jes in ejtistiag law proposed to be made 
by H.R. 4222, as reported by the subcommittee are shown as follows 
* (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed In black brackets, new 
matter is prmted in italic, existing law in which no change is proposed^ 
is shown in Doman) : 

/ Cmu) Nmianox Act op 1966 

SPECIAL MILK PR0QEA5£ AUTHORIZATION 

Sec. 3. There is heteby authorized to be^ appropriated for the 
fiscal yeat ending June 3D, 19Y0, and for each succeedinis fiscal year 
swksjam3.A§^may^h^nei5fi§sai7.J^^enaM^ 

under sucij^ rules and regulations as he may deem in the public inter- ' 
est, to. encourage consumption of fluid -milk bj children, in the United 
States in (iji nonprofit schools of high school grade and under, and 
(2) nonprofit nursery scl^oolS, child-care centers, settlement houses, 
summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the <?aro 
and trainijig of children. For the purposes of this section "United 
States'^ means the fifty States, Guam, the Ommionwedlth of Pnerto 
Rico, the Virgin Island$$^ the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
and the District of Columbia. The Secretary shall administer tlie 
special milk program ppovi^ed for by this section to the maximum 
extent practicable in the same manner as he administered Ih^ special 
milk program* provided for by Public Law 89-642, as amended, during 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969. \nv school or nonprofit child care 
institution shall recei\'e the special milk program upon their jequest. 
Children that qualify for free lunches under guidelines set forth by the 
Secretaiy shall also be eligible for five milk. For the fiscal'year ending 
June nO» 1975» and for subseqiient fiscal years, the minimum rate of 
reinibui*sement for a half-pint of milk served in schools and other 
eligible institutions bhall not be less than 5 cents per half >pint served, 
to eligible children, and such minimum rate of re imbursement shall be 
adjjiisted on an anixual basis each fiscal year thereafter, beginning with 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, to reflect changes in the series of 
food away from home of the Consumer Price Index published by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. Such adjust- 
ment fehall be computed to the nearest one-fourth cent. 

SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGItVM AUTHORIZATION 

Sec. (a) Thei'e is hereby authorJzed to be appropriated such sums 
as^are necessary for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, Jmie 30, 
1974, and June 30, 1975, and mosequent fiscal years to enable the Sec- 
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retary to carry out a program to assist the States throu^ grahts-in- 
aid and other means to initiate, maintain, or oxj^and nonprofit break- 
fast programs in all schools which make application for assistance 
and agree to carry out a nonprofit breakfast„prograni in accordance 
^ith tnis ^ct. Appropriations and expenditures for this Act shall be 
considered Health, Education, and Welfaie functions for budget pur- 
poses rather than functions of Agriculture. * 

r 

APP0R110NMENT TO STATES 

(b) Of the funds appropriated for the purposes of this^^ection, the 
Secretary shall for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, (1) apportion 
$2,600,000 equally among the States other than Guam, the Virgin 
Islands, [and American Samoa] American Samoa, and the Tmst 
Territorif of the Paclftc Islands, and $45,000 equally among Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, and [American Samoa] American Sanioa^ and the 
Trmt Territory of the Pacific Islands, and (2) apportion the re- 
mainder J^mong the States m accordance with the apportfonment 
formula colltained in section 4 of the National School Lunch Act, as 
amended. For each fiscal year beginning the* fiscal year ending 
Ji^ne 30, 1974, the Secretary shall make breakfast assistance payments^ 
at such times as he may detertnipe, from the sums appropriated there- 
for, to.e,ach State educational ifgency, in a total ampuixt equal to the 
result obtained by (1) multiplying the. number of breaklrtsts (consist- 
ing of a combination of foods which meet the minimum .riiitritional 
requii^ements prescribed by the Secretary pui*siiant to Bul5sectioh (e) 
of this section) served during sudi fiscal year to children i|i schools 
in suc)a States \^hicl\ participate in the breakfast program under this 
section under agreements \\ith such State educational agency by k 
national average breakfast pajment prescribed by the Secretary "Ifor 
jsuch fiscal year to crfrry out the purposes of this section ; (2) multiply- 
ing the number of such breakfasts served free, to children eligible for 
fi'co breakfasts in such schools during such fiscal year^ by a national 
arerage free breakfast payment prescribed by the Secretary for such 
fiscal year to carry out the purposes of this section; and (3) multiply- 
ing the number of reduced [j^ioe breakfasts served to children eligible 
for reduced price brealcf asts in such schools during ,such fiscal year by 
a national average reduced price breakfast payment. prescribed by the 
Secretary foi* such fiscal year to carry but the provisions pf this sec- 
tion : Provided, That in any fiscal year tlie aggregate amount of the 
breakfast assistance pkiynjents made by the Secretary to each S.tate 
educational ^ agency loi: an^ fiscal year shall jipt be less than the 
amount of the payments made by the State educational agency to 
participating scnools within ttae State for the iiscal year ending 
June 30, 19p, to carry out the purposes, of this section. The national 
average payment established by the Secretary for all breakfasts served 
to eligible childi^n shall :(iot be less than 8 cents; an amount of not 
less than 15 cents shall be added iox each reduced-pri(^ J|)realcfast; 
and an amount of not less than 20 cents shall be adde^ for *each free 
breakfast. In cases of severe need, a pavjnent of up to. 45. cents may 
be made for eaCh breakfast served to cnildren qualifying for, a free 
breakfast. - . . ' , 



XONPROFIT PniVATE SCHOOLS 

(f) Eor tn^^ai^year ending June 30, 1973, any witl^olding of 
fimds for anu fK^Wtrsement to . nonprofit private scho<jls shall l>e 
effeoted in the mann&i;^used prior to &uch fiscal year. Begmning with 
the fiscal year ending June CO, 197^ the Secretai-j^ shall^make pay- 
ments fioni the bums appropriated for any fiscal year for the pur- 
po^ of this action directly to the [noppront private schools] schools 
[OfH (hfhed 'h 8ccUov lo(c)) wldch are jyrivaie aivi nonjrcoft {a^s de- 
fr^dya list sentence of section lS{c)) within a State, that partici- 
pate in the breakfast piogram under an agreement with the Seci^tarj, 
for t]ie b'anie purposes and subject to the same conditions as are author- 
ized or required under this section with resided to the dislurbements by 
State educiitional, agencies. 

ig) a nafm unvtrition and health policy ^ Ith the purpose and 
intent of the Cang^tKMs^that the school htcalifast program be made 
orail^hle ficlooU ichere it is heeded to procide adegiiate nutri- 
turn for cUhlnn in attc/idance. Thi Secretary is hereby directed-^ in 
f-riop^aflon trtth StoJe cducaflonqj oge^ics. to carry out a piogram 
^ oinmoi^ation in furtherance of this policy. Wl/hia ninety d^ys ajUr 
the enactment of ihis hgislat'oA^ the Secretary shall nport to the 
romra'ttifs of y\msdicti(ra in the Congre^^s his plam dad those of the 
^capuuitlsif^ SUU xujenci.^ ^rL^g <iboiii 4ht^ m6<kd i^x^ansioit -iit 
the f!c7iQoI hreoJcfa^jt ^)rogram, 

?-* * a ' It ^ ti , 

•* 

::nscFXL.\XEors I'Rovisroxs aki5 defixitioxs 
S":c.4'^- For the purpose, of this Act-^' • 

(a) *'State** means am* of the fifty Stdtes, the District of Colutnbia, 
.the ..Conamon wealth of. Puei-to Rico, 'the Virgin Islands* Guam^.toi* 
American Sa&oal Mriieric/iu Samoa! or the Trv.st Territory of the 

r ^(bl "8ta%^ij^..itional ,igCQ^j^", rAiaiis. as tie Statejegislatuie mav 
^..HetfTHiine, ^t) the chref State school officer (such as the Stfite sufier- 

mt€n/!cnt of {^biic im rnict^or., coiji4B5^iQner of <?di^af^o^^r.a(rni!ai: 
* officer), or. {2)XL^rdCf education cdiitrolling tlift1S^)^|ji4)aitiBent'' 

of education. / , , ; ' / ; f^pl^^^^V'' 

l[{e)^ "Nonprofit jJrivale schoplV^fh^ans.any pti^it^^^^'^xempt 

irbm income tax Under suction oOl(c) (S) 6f thk-J^^^^^b^^ne 

Code of 195^; ^ . ; ' • . 

. E(d) ^'School" me^ns any public or nonprofit pnvSfe^ii!^pj^.Ji^h^ 
srhool grade or undt r , induing kindergarten and l^resf^i^M^pm"^. 
operated 1>y such school ai^^, with rtepect to Puerto: ^^^^iffi. fd^o- 
inrhide nonpi:6fit diild-c^^^ centere certified as suqh by^fl^lJovernb^ 
ofPuertpEicaJ r.,r ^ . ^^>^f ' 

•{c) ^^^SchvQT' niedns (M^^ ^ny j^lic or nonprofU pri<^aib school of 
high $chool gfxide or uriofi/^ indvding klnd^garten^and presciTiool pro- 
gram operaUd^y mcfi/schp'ol^ {By any puolk or lU^sed Ttorvprofit 
private rfiStde7Ut<u (^hi^ec^km notitTnited^to^ 
onTtm^eSyhom4:s fo^Jhk meritaUy Tei^ 

(My d2StnxrT}edyJi/mes.for unviarri^ moth^ and their infanJSs^ tempo- 
rary shelters for r^mw^ chzldtenr^ temporary^ shelters fj>r a&Used 
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chUdr&Tij lujBpUaU fi/r chUdren who are chronically iU^ cmd jmenUe 
detention centers,)^ and^ {C) with respect to the Commonwealth of 
P uerto Bicoy non projit chUd care centers certified as such iytlie Gov-* 
emor of Jf-aerto Rico. or purposes of clauses (A) and (o) of this 
paragraph^ the tenro ^no(ifprofi£\ when applied to any such private 
school or instliuiiofu mearvs any such school or insiituiion which is 
tjstmipt frojro tax under sectioujdOI {c) (3) of the Intemol Eevenue 
CodeoflDoi. , ' / . * >^ 

C(®>3 (^) '*Secretery" means the Secretary of Agriculture. (42 
X;.S.C.1784.) . 

SPECLVL SCTPLEitENTAJ. FOOD PR0GRA3X 

Sec 17. (a) Lfuriug eacli Of thefigca^jrotii ending June ^JO, 1973, 
Jime 30, 197:^, T^dJ June ZS^^lc^r<t}^xine^f}>l^O. Heptemhtr 30, 1977 ^ 
atidsStpte.'nbtr 30^ J97S; the Secreur} shall niake cash grants to the 
health Jenurtmeut or cumparable agency of each Stuie : Indian tribe, 
buud,^$!«^roup recognizea by the Dupartmept of lae Inteiior; or the^ 
Indian liealth iServnce ox the Depait.iient oi Hcilth. Education, aiid 
Welfare far the purpobeof prav^din<j funds to local hualtli or \velf«ire 
agencies or private nonprolit ageai!ies of such State : Indian tribe, 
tamn'or group'i-uco^med byTEeTJepamueurdf the IntorTprTorThe^ 
Indian Ilealth ServKe of the Depaitnitnt of Ilcultli, Education, and 
Welfare serving local Ij^ealtu or >%elfaie needs to enable £>uJi agencies 
to carry out a program under which supplenten^d footU ^vUl be i.iade, 
a\allal>le to pregnant or lactating wonicu and to infai*ts deien^iined 
by competent professional to l>e nutritional ilbks l*pv^au«ie of inade-. 
t.uiite hiurltioii and fiiade^^tiate incoUiC. Such progiam E-hali beoper- 
<Aied fpr a thVce-year period andj n^ay fc.* cai ried out in :ut> area of the 
nit^d States Vithout regard to -whether a food starnp_pro:^h;*jL or a 
lect food /Usfributjon prc^am is in efij^ct in 3uch ai^ea. 
* (b) In order^to carry out flie proo^ani providf i for under sub- 
sc-^^ion (a) of this sectionduring J[Uie ii^^-al year eiiding J^ine 30, 197;}, 
.the Secretary shall use $-20/)00.000 out of funds appropritued by sec- 
ifen 32 of the Act of .August 24. 1935 {7 U.S.C. C12(c).). In order Jo 
carr> out ^uch program during the fiscal .year ending Ju2ic 30, 1974, 
there U authorized tabe appropriated the*suiii of $20,000*000. but in 
the event tlu* siich sum has not been appitipriated for sucli purpose 
bv Au!^lst^l973, the gecrctan" shall use $-20,000,000.3 each of the 
/seal yms ending June SO, ISfC, Scpfc.nler CO, lOlT^And Septum- 
der 30^ IP7& there is mithorized to he appropriated the '^r^n of $^jO^^- 
000i)00 far^H such fscdi year^ hut in the event thai mch sum Im 
not heen appropriated for suth'j^urpose vntJun'thirtf/ tiam after fhe 
ifiginmnQ^of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall vfe $250J)00P00 6T 
if any ambuntias been appropriatedior such progiym.'the difference, 
if any, betweeh the jsC^ount directly appropnateyfor such purpose 
andR2O;b60f,b601 ^SSO/m.OOO out ol funds apjprpprirf^ bj section 
32 of the Actof August 24,1535. 0 ir.S.C.I612fc) )1 6l^a) . tin order 
to carry put siich ptbaram duinng^the fiscal yeAr ending Jirn^ 30. IH^, 
tb^re ia atithorixed-'to Be appropnated the sum of $100^000,000, but in 
. tie event tliat such sum.Las not been appropriated for such pu^ose hy 



. Aurast 1, 19T4, the Secretary shall us^ $100,000,000, or, if any-amount. 
tms been appropnated for such program, the difference, if any,^between 
the ^OTDt directly apiHX)Rriated for such purpose and $100,000,000, 
??L° /i^« v^PP"'P"**®<* section 82; of the Act of August 24, 
1038 (7 U.S.C. 612(c)).J Any funds, expended from sucrseddS 
32 to carry out the provisions of subjection (a> of this section shall 
he remiours^ out of any supplemenlal apprftprmtion hereafter 

.^nacted^for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of such sub? 
section, and such reimbursements .shall be deposited into the fund 

■ e^blished pursuant to such section 32, to beWilable for the purpose 

• of such section-* ' - c r 

(c) WlteJtw any. program is carried out hj the Secretary xmder 
authority of thi§ section through- ariv State or local or nonprofit 
agei^y, he is authorized to pay administrative costs not to exceed 
noj 75 per centum of the Federal funds proyided.under the authority 
of this section. , . * . . 

• , . >> • - ■ ■ 
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Sec. 4. (a) The sums appropnated for any fscal-yfear pursuant to the 
authorizations contajJied m section 3 of this Act,'excludinff the asa 
specified in section 5f shall be'available tothe Secretary fOTSupplvCcr 
agncutturai commodities and*other food fpr the program in^rd- 
ance with the provisions of this Act. For each fiscal yean the Secretan' 
shaU make food assistance payments, ait:Such'time5 feieanay. deter- 
mine, from the sums appropnated tbirefor, to each State- educational 
agency, m a tofel amount equal to the r^t'obtained by multiplyina" 
tlle number of lunches icoasisting of.a^mbinatian=^fc,foods5vhicL 
meet the mimmum^ mitnbdnal requirements prescribed W the Secre- 
tary-rmder subse^ion 9^(ar6FtHs Act^j-serve^ aming such fiscal year 
to- children in schools m such State, which participate in the school 
lunoh prograSn under this Act tmder agreements ."With such State.eda- 
cational agency, by a national average ffeyfnent per lunch for such 
focal year deterged by flie Secretary to be-Jiecekary to carry" out- 
the purp(«es of this Act: Provided, That io any fiscal year suS -m- 
^w^Tf'^"^'^'^^®''*^ shall not he less than 10 cents per. lunch and 
that the aggregate amomit of the food assisti^ce payments 4nade by 
*^^«tary to wch Slate 'edu(»tidhal,agincy for any fis^T veaV 

n51l!t°iJ^^^!i^$*S-^° of Repayments jnadeVthe gtate 

agency to- pai^clbating schools withm «ie State for the fiscal year' 
JT^I^^^ <ari7 out the purposes of this s^on^. ^ . 

^<^ol^<^en4 for any f*paL-5eanJh€>Secrefa,?b 



ih^njree lunches arid reduced- price lunches^ {consisting of a cCnibiTUir 
tion of foods which 2^et the nunimum nxUritional regmrements pre- 
^cnbed!'by the ^ecre^ry muler section ff (a) ) , served during such fiscal 
year tQonMdren in each school in sucK State which participates in the 
school lunch program under this Act under agreements witl^ such 
State educational agency in accordorice with section S, hy (B) a pay- 
ment per lunch for that school determined hy the Secretary^ in ng- 
cordance toith the first afid secaiM sejitences of paragraph (5) , which- 
ever is appropriate. 

(-?) Supplemental payments to any State educational agency under 
this subsection shall not he subject to the m/itching regxiireTnents con-^ 
tained in the third senteTice of section 7 and, in the second sentence of 
secfiohlO. ' , , 

{3) In the case of any school which was particzpatiTig in the school 
lunch program under this Act as of January 7, 2575, the payment per 
Imlch^fot a schopl determi7\ed hy the Secretary for purposes of making 
supplemental payrrients id a State educational agency for any fiscal 
year in accordance with paragraph {!) shdU he am, amownt equal to 
{A ) the difference between (i) tne pnce^ in effect on Januanf i, 1975^ 
for a lunch {other than a free lunch or a reduced-piice lunbJi) served 
to a chUdin that school and (ii) 25 cen^, or (B) 10 cen^ts^ whichever 
is the greater. In the case of any school which was not participating 
^inJlieuch/xollmhcdLjprx 

payment perjhmch for a school determined hy the Secretary for pur- 
pos^ of zndking supplemental paymmts to a State educationcu agency 
for any fiscal year in accordance with paragraph (!) shdU he egual 
4o :A) the difference between (f) the average* price^ in effect on Jan- 
uary 1, l^d'i for a lunch (other than a free hmch or a reduced-^price 
iuTieh) served to a child in aR schools in that State which participate 
. in the school lunch program under this Act under an agreement with 
such agency, in accordance toith section 8 and (w). 25 cents^ or (B)JO 
cents^whicheveristTie greater. 

PIKECT PEDEHAL ESjPENBITUKES 

Sku .6. (a) The funds provided' by appropriation or transfer 
from ©tKer accounts for any fiscal year for carrying out ihe provisions 
of this Act, and for carrying out the provisions of the Child Nutri- 
tion Act of 1966, other than section 3 thereof, less 

(1) not to exceed per centum thereof which per centum 
is hereby made available to the Secretary, for his administrative 
expenses' Under this Act and under the Child Nutrition Act of 
- 1966; ^ , ' . ^ " ' . 

(2l^he amount apportioned by him pursuant to sections 4 and 
5 ot^is Act and the amoimt appropriated, pursuant to se<^ons' 
llranfflS of thSs Aot^jand sections 4, 5,.and 7 ollhe CBild'STutn- 
;t/oiiActofl966;and / • " ^ 

A (3) ^pifc^o exceed l^r centmn of the fun/}? provided for carry- 
/ ingr ont the programs tmder this Act and tbe progftiSis lorider tpe 
7 Chil^iTutrifi^ofe A(^of 1966, other fhin^ secrEibh 3,.w3iiffij^rr <»n^ 

./ ■... J . - ' , . . . 



tunf is hereby made available to the Secretary to supplement the 
nutritional Mbefits of these programs, through grants to States 
and other means for nutritional training and education for work- 
ers, cooperators, and participants in these programs and for 
nefcessary surveys and studies of requiremente for food sefvice 
programs 'in furtherance of the purposes expressed in section 2 
of this Act and section 2 of tjie Child If utrition Act of 1966, 
shall be available toThe becreta^ during ^ch year for direct expen- 
diture by him for agricultural commoditi^ and other foods to be dis- 
tributed among the States and,scB5bfe, and service institutions par- 
ticipat&g in the food service^^^gram^nder this Act aUd under the 
Child Nutrition Act of* m'Kceep^hce with the needs as deter- 
mined 1^ the local school ajia service institution authorities. In making 
pitrch^es of such agr^ndtwaJ. commodities and Other fdodsy the 
Secretary shall, riot Issue specificatims johich restrict "j^fticijijition 
of local 'producers unless such specifications will result in,si^nifican£ 
advantages to th'e natioTial school lujich program. The provisions of 
law contained in the proviso of the Act of June 2S, i9M (St) Stat. 
323),, facilitating operations with respect to the purchase and dispo- 
sition of surplus agricultural commodities imder section 32 of the " 
Act appr.ov6d August 24; 1935 (49 Stat. t74), as amended, shall, to 
the extent not inconsistent with the provisions of this Act? also Be 
applicable to expendituf^s of funds by the Sft^tary iinder thi?.Act 
(b) As of ^February 15 of each fiscal year, the. SecYeta'iy shall 
make an estimate of the value of agricultural commodities and other 
foods that will be delivered during that fiscal year to States for school 
food service programs under the provisions of this section, section 416 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, ^nd section 32 ot^he Act of Augiist 
24, 1935. If such estimated value is less than 90 ^r centiun of the 
value of such deliveries initially programed for that fiscal year, the 
Secretary sn&ll pay to State educational agencies, by not later than 
^ March 15 of that fiscal year, an amoxmt of funds that is. equal to the 
difference between the value of such deliveries initially ^ro^umed 
for such fiscal vear and the estimated value as of February 15 of such 
fiscal year of the commodities and other foods to be delivered in such 
fiscal year. The share of such funds to be paid to each State educa- 
tional agency shall bear the same ratio to the total of such payment to 
*all such agencies as the number of meals served imder the^^provisions 
of section. 9(a) of^ihis Act AQd section 4(e) of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 19^6 during the preening fiscal year bears to the total of all 
such meals- served in all the States during such fiscal year : Pro- 
vided^ That in any State in which the Secretary direcQy admin- 
isters school food service promims in [the nonprofit private^ any of 
schools of such State* the Secrettirs- shall withhold from t he funds 
to be paid to any such State xmder the provisions of this subsection 
an amount that bears the same ratio to the total .of such payment as 
the number of me^ls served in [nonprofit privatejl schools under 
the provisions of section 0(a^ of tl A'** and section 4(e) of the 
Child ^^Tutrition Act of 1966 during that fiscal year bears to the total 
of sudimeals .served in all the schools in sucS, State iiv5uch.fiscalyear. 
Sack State educational agency, and the Secretary in the<case of [non- 
profit jinvatej schools in wmch he directly ^idnunisters school food 
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service programs, shall promptly and equitably disbyrse such fimd? 
to schools participating in the lurieh ana^breakfast pro-ams under 
this Act and the Child iJutrition Act of 1966 and sucn disbursements 
shaU be used by such schools to obtain agricultural commodities and 
other foods for their food service program. Such food shall be Kmited 
to the requirements for lunches and breakfasts for children as pro- 
vided for in the regulations bythe Department of Agriculture under 
title 7, subtitle (b), diapter 11, subchapter (a), parts 210 and 2pk 

LEVEL OF COMMODITY ASSISTANCE 

. (e) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and subsequent fiscal 
years, the national average value of donated foods, or cash paymehts 
in lieu thereof, shall not be less than lO cents per Itinch, and that 
amount shall be adjusted on an annual basis each fiscal year, after 
June 30, 1975^ to. reflect changes in the series for food away from 
home of the Consumer Price Index.published bj the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics of the Department of Labor. Such adjustments shall be com- 
puted to the nes^rest one- fourth cent. Among those commodities deliv- 
er^ under this section, the Secretary shall give s^ial emphasis to 
high protein foods, meat, and meat alternates. Pfomded^ That mt less 
then 75^ per c&nlum oj^he asszsfance provtded.iMdef tMiWetim ^fi^U 
be in the form of foods purchased ly the Depcartment of Agriculiv^. 
for the school limch program. 

PAYMENT TO STATES 

Sec. 7. Funds .apportioned to any State pursuant to section 4 or 5 
during any fiscal year shall be available for payment to such State 
for disbursement by the State educational agehcy, in ^tccotdaiice with 
such agreements not incojisislent with the ^rotisioris of this Act, as 
may be entei^^ ^to by the Secretary and such Stftt« educational 
agency, for the purpose olassisting schools oi that Stdte duriilg^sudi 
jBscalyeat, ip.supptyin|^ (1) agricifltaral commodities and other foods 
for consumption oy children and (2) nonfood assistance in further- 
ance of the sdioolrlunch program authorized under this Act 'Such 
payments to any State in ^hy fiscal je&i*^ during the period 1947 to 
1950, inclusive, shall be made upon co;ndition that each dollar thereof 
vill bo matched during siich year by i^l from sources within the State 
determined by tl^e Secretary tpiave been eig>ehded in cohnectioii with 
the schooMunck prori:am.\m5er tlos JlcL Sui&.plSMen.^ fis<?al 
year during £he penod 1951 to 1955^ inclusiye,^ shall .T)e made Upon 
coiidition iSat Sadi dollar thereof will be so m^ched'bj^'^Dhe. and.one- 
lialf.d0llars;"afad for aiiy fiscal year thefe^fgs¥,.s^^^ p^ytiients shall 
be made upon condition that eacn^ dollar yilLlie s<^. matched by $3. In 
the case of .any 5tate whose per capita income is 1^ than the per 
capita inwHne pf the Umted'B.tates,.''the matcB]^ i*equired for ^ 
fiscal year shall be decreased by the .percentage the State per 
capita income is:l>elow the per capita income of the l^ 
tkeiurpoee ofdetermuung; wiether lih^ iriafcmbji y^mi^^ of tliis 
section arid secti6n iO^ fespecttvely, have Be&i nxet, lh4, reasonable 
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value of donated services, supplies, facilities, and equipment as certi- 
fied, respectively, by the State educational agency and in case of 
schools receiving funds pursuant to section 10, by such schoob (but 
not the cost ojr value; of land, of the acquisition, construction, or altera- 
tion of buildings of commodities donated by the Secretary, or of Fed- 
ejral Contribjutions) , may be r^arded as funds from sources within the 
State ei^penfled ia connection with the school-lunch program. For the 
fiscal yeai: beginning July 1, 1971, and the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1972, State revenue (other than revenues derived from the pro- 
gram) approprfi^ted or utilized q>ecifically for program purposes 
(other J^a^salanes and administrative expenses at the State, as dis- 
tingui^Sdirom local, level} shall constitute at least 4 per centum of 
the matcjiing requirement for the preceding, fiscal year; for- each of 
the two succeedi^ fiscal years, at least 6 pe'r centum of the matching 
requirement for t!he preceding fiscal year; fpr each ofth^ subs^uent 
two fiscal yeare, ^t least 8 per centum of the matching requirement 
for the preceding fiscal year; and for each fiscal year tb^ereafter,^ at 
least 10 per centum of the m^tchiiig requirement for the preceding, 
fiscal year. Th6 State revenues made avaHable puj^uant .to ffie pre? 
ceding sentence ^hall be disbursed to schools, to the extent the State 
deems pxacticable,.in sujh manner that each sphool receives the saine 
.proportionate shaj^e of such revenues as it receives of the funds ap- 
portion04to|JieS^jte for the same w under sections 4 and 11 of 
the Jfational School Lunch Act ana sections i and ^ of the CSiild 
Nutrition Act of 1966/ The Secretary shall certify, to tl\e Secreiar^ 
of the Treasury from time to time the amoiuits to be paid to any State 
under tins section and the time or times such amounts are to be paid ; 
and the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay to the State at the time 
or times fixed by the. Secretary the amounts so certifie'd. Provided^ 
however. That the loUj^ State rmtcMng of $S for $1^ as retired m the 
th*rd seTitervoe of thU section wiih adfustments for the per capita in- 
come of the State^ shall not apply with respect to the payments made 
to participating ^scliaoJs. mder secUonU. of JJm. Act jfoc Ifrrn qnAj^si ~ 
diicedjmce Tnecds: Provided further^ That the foregoinp proviso does 
Tuof'appTni in the case of State level matching as required v/nder ijie 
sixth sentence o f this section. ^ - 

STATO biSBTJRSEJIENT TO SCHOOLS ' 

Sec, 8. Funds paid to any State during any fiscal yeax pursuant to 
se>ction 4 or 5 shall be disbursed by the State educational ageiicy^ in 
accordance witii such ^reements approved by the Secrettiy as may 
be entered into by such State agency and. the schools in the State,^ u> 
those schools JiiimSiState wMch the State educational a^cy^ .tamig 
into acwimt nee^ Jwid/^tt&ndancej^ dfetennines are eligible to parfcioi- 
jp[atp in the s^bool-lunch program, except thM a scTwol in the Si'a^ 
sh^'^l "be eligible to pcnrtjc^pate (n thc school lunch, program dufing 
that fiscal year jyrity ifyiOi child in that school is reqmred to pay a 
price in excess of 25 cents for a lunch served in ihA, school: during 
that -Rscal year. Such disbuisement to any school shall 1te made; only 
for tne purpose of aamsfi^ cost of ofelkai^muf agr^ 

ctiltural conuiiodities other/ fobds for consumpti^ by cMlMe^ 
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in the schooMuncli progiam and nonfopd assistance in connection 
*with such program. Such food costs may include, in addition to 
the purchase price of agricultural commodities and other foods, the 
cost of processing, distributing, transporting, storing/or handling 
thereof. In up event shall such disbursement for food to any school for 
any fiscal yeir exceed an amount determined by multiplying the num- 
ber of lunches served in the school in the school -limch program imder 
this Act during such year by the maximum Federal food-cost contri- 
bution rate for the State, for the type of lunch served, as prescribed 
by the Secretary. In any fiscal year in which the national average pay- 
ment per limch determined under section 4 is increased above the 
amoimt prescribed in the previous fiscal year, the maximum Federal 
food-cost contribution rate for the type of lunch served, shall be 
increased by a like amount. Lunch assistam e disbursements to schools 
imder this section and imder section 11 of this Act may be made in 
advance or by way of reimbursement in accordance with procedures 
]>rescribed by the S(?aretary. 

NUTRTnONAI/ AND OTHER PHOGRAil REQUIKDMfeXTS 

Sec. 9. (a) Lunches [served] provided by schools participating? in 
the school-lunch program under this Act shall oonsist of foods^ which 
m^visi^e oifered to stnd'eriis^"^^^ 

ments prescribed by the Secretary on the basis of tested nutritional 
re^search [;] , except that .such [miniftiumj nutritional requirements 
shaM not be construed to prohibit the substitution of foods to accom- 
modate the medical or other special dietary ne(ids of individual stu- 
dents or to require students to accept offered foods which they do not 
intend to consume. 

(b) (1) The Secretary, not later than May 15 of each fiscal year, shall 
prescribe an income poverty guideline setting forth income levels 
by family size for use in the subsequent fiscal year, and such guide- 
line shall not subsequently be reduced to be effective In*such subsequent 
fiscal year. Any diild who is a member of a household which has an 
ajmual income not above the applicable family-size income level set 
forth in the income poverty guideline prescribed by the Secret arj- 
shall be served a free lunch. Following the announcement by the 
Secretary of the income ppverty guideline for each fiscal year, each 
State educational agency shall prescribe the income guidelines, by 
family siz^, to be used by schools in the State during such fiscal year 
in making determinations of those children eligible for a free lunch. «. 
.The income guidelines for free lunches to be prescribed by each State 
educational agency shall not be less than the applicable familvrsize 
income levels in the income poverty guideline prescribed by the Secre- 
tary and shall not be more tnan 25 per centum above such family -size 
income levels. Each fiscal year, each State educational agency shall 
also prescribe income guidelines, by family size, to be used by schools 
in the State during such fiscal year in making determinations of those 
children eligible for a lunch at a reduced price, not to exceed 20 cents, 
if a school elects to serve reduced-price lunches. Such income guide- 
lines fojr reduced- price lunches shall be prescribe^ at not more than 
50 per centum above the applicable family-size income levels in the 

^ ^ 
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inconie poverty miideline i)i'escr5bed by th* Sew^tary,. except that any 
local school autnority having income guidelines for free or redii^ed- 
pric© lunches which exceed t£ose allowed by tjiis subsection may con- 
tinue to use such guidelines $or determining eligibility until July 1, 
1973, if such jqniidelines were" e^bli^hed prior to July 1, 1973- I^?tl 
schiiol authorities shall pubjicly announce sucb i?)jcome gu;4^Unes 
or abo^t the opening of scljjopl ^ch fiscal y,ear and ^11 JUftke dpt^err 
minations-^wjth rjespect to t|ie annual ihcpn^es Qf ^ny hQjjsehol<j 
solely pn the basis of a ^t^tejcneijt^x^cuted in ^uch i^nn a§ J;!)^ Secp:^- 
tary m^y prescribe by ^i^ j^^idt men^r of ffejocl^ Jijpuse^y. '$9 physi- 
cal aegregatioix of or ofhe?: discrimii^tion ^ft^in^ ,ariy ishild eli^lp 
ior a free liinch pr a redujced^price hjinc^ sh^ be ijwde ]by t|ie 5cljppJ 
nor shall tbpre be ;aay overt ident^ficatipn pf ^ny child, by .spiecial 
tokens or tickets, aimoimced .or published lists of ?>ames, pr by pt!^er 
means : Provided fwihef^ That, bi?gtapi?g y^}f^\ it:he fi^c^^l y^r ^Jl^^' 
Jun^ 30, 1974, ^t*.te e^j^cajtional agencies 4^c§ au^tho^ed ^^|>li§ft 
income guidelines ^or retlnced pnce limcties at ijot mope th^n JC7S] 
100 per centum aboye tlie applicable family size income levels in the 
income poverty gmdelinesa^ prescribed by iheSe^ . ^ "^^ 

(S) Any ch^ioho fias aparmt or guardicmvyho (A) is responsible 
for tJie principal support of such chSd and (5) vnTLeTml-ojjed shall 
he served a f ree lunch during any period in which s^ch 0hUd?A parent 
or q^iardTdn confimie^f^i^cui^^ scTwaVa-^'IJi^ 
puhticly amouTice that such children. are eligible foTiJix fT0elu7\ch^(mjd 
shall make detemdnaJtionjis yMh respect to the status of any parmt or 
' guardian of any child vr^er dam^s {A) and (5) of the vrecedirig 
sentence solely on the basis of a ^statement executed in suc?^ form as 
the Secretary may prescribe by such parent or guardia^n, No jpihysicaJ> 
segregation of^ or oth^ discrimination against^ any child eligible for 
a free hinch under this paragraph shdU €e made by the spJux^l "furr 
shall there be any overt identification of any such child by specicd. 
tokens or tickets ^ annomced or, published, lists of names, ^ by ofiy 
other rfieafOs: ^ % . - . r_ „ i . 

(c) School-lunch programs under this Act shall be opemt^J ;on a 
nonprofit basis. Each school shall, insofar as practicable, utilize in its 
lunch pro^m (Commodities designated from time to time bv the Sec-, 
retary as* being in abundance, either nationally oi- in the school aresi* 
or. commodities donated by^the Secretary. Commodities purchased 
imder the authori^ of section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (49 
Stat. 774>. as amended, may be donated by the Secretary to schoolis,. 
in accordance with the needs as determined by local school authorities, 
for utilization in the school-lunch program imderthis Act as well as 
to^ other schools carrying out nonprofit school-lunch programs and in- 
stitutions authorized to receive siich commodities. TThe Secretary is 
authorized to prescribe terms and condition? respecting the, ti^e of 
commodities donated under Such section 32, under section 4l^ of the 
Agricnljtuml Act of 1949* as amended, and under section 709 of the 
Food^ nnd A/rricultnre Act of 19hR5,. jis amended,^ as will maximize 
the nutritional and finandal contributions of such donated commodi- 
ties in such schools and insfeitwKc^* iTie req this section 
relating £p the Service of medts.intHout c^ or atj^ reduced c^pst siiall , 
apply to the lunch |)rpgrMn^pf any sdh^pl utilizing commwiiti^ dor 
nated under ariy of the piSvisionis^of law iief erred to iii^the preceding 



sentencer. ^fone of th^ requirements of this section in respect tp the* 
amount for "reduced cost^' meals and to eli^bUity for mejife without 
cost shall supply to Xnonprqlit private schoolsjj school^ {us defined in 
section {6)) which are private ani nor^prQjit (a$ defined in^ 
the Imt sente7ice of section IS {'a). {6)) which paiticipate in the school- 
lunch progiiaui under tjbiis Act until suph time as the State educational 
a^jenoy, or in the case* of such schools which participate under the pro- 
visions of section 10 of this Act the Secretary certifies that sufficient 
funds from, sources othjBir than children's payments are available to 
enable such schools to meet thes^e requireirients. (42 U,S.C» 175?) . 

[NONJPBOFIT PRIVATE SC^00LS3 DJSBUBSBMENT fO BY 

THK SECRETARY ' . 

Sec. IOp If ^ in any State, the St^te ediicatiqnal agejricy i§ not per- 
rnltted ]i>y law to disburse the funds paid to it under this Act to pion- 

{)i*ofit. private! of the schools in the State, or is not pejmitted by 
aw, to majxJi Federal funds made available for use by sudi [[nonprofit 
private] schools^ the Secretary shi^U JVithhold from jfche f ijinds ap- 
.portioned to any such State under sections \ and 5 of this Act an 
aiuouht wjhich liears the same ratio to such fun^s %s tl;e number of 
lunches, consisting of a combination of fpods and meeting, the jriini- 
minn requirements prescribed by the Secretary pursant tp section 9, 
ijcrved in tlie fiscal year begii^ung two years ipimedi^itely prior to the 
fisv:al year for which the Federal funds are appropriated by all non- 
,l>:ofit"private scihools participating in the program u^der t^s Act 
within the State, as determined by the Seciietarv, bears tpi^he partic- 
ipation rate for tlie State. The Secretary shallTj disl^urse jthe iunds 
[so witljjield] directly ty) [the nonprofit privatej mch schools within 
said State ior the same purposes and suoject to ihe same conditions 
as are authorized or required wjjbli respect to the [disbuj^mentj dis- 
hiinemenis to schools witKin tbe State, by t|\e St jte educational agency, 
Including the requirement that f^y s(uch payment or payments shall 
be matc]fe4? i^the propprtion specifi^ed in seqtioA 7 for sudi ^tate, by 
funds fron^ sourpes within the J^tjate ea^nded hy |[noi;ipro$t priyatelj 
siwJi^ school within the Stafc^ participating in the |[sdhom-lunchj 
school Itmch program under this Act, SUch fund? shall pot be con- 
sftdered a part'^o^tjie funds, co'hstituting the matching ivffiis jtmder 
tho te^ms of section 7 C- t*Tovi4ed^ That j^gi^lning witji tl^e fiscal 
A ear ending June. 30, 1974, the Secretary shall make p^Tmerits f rOm 
the bimis apprppriated fpr an;^ fiscal year lor the purpo^ of section 
4 and section 11 of this ^ct dij^l j to the nonpro^t private schools 
in such Stite fpr t)ie same purposes a^d subject to tpe sam^ condi- 
tions AS are autliorized or required under this Act with respect to. the 
disbursements by the State educational agencies^. 
. * * * . * ^ * 

'KISGEUiAKXpUS P;ROVIlftONS ANP PinFm^^ONS 

. ^Ec- 12. (ft) * \ ; . . * . . ^ 

* i.L_' ' ll. ^ ' ^ - 

.(dyFpr^tihepurposesofithisAd^ \ ; > ' 

^ '{i)'^^State'* means-any oithe fifW. States, the District of Gplum- 
bia^th^^Coinmonwealth of Buerto feco, tJ|ie Vii^inlslands, Guam, 
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[or American Samoa^ American Scmoa^ or the Trust Territory 
of t?ie Pacific Islands. 

(2) "State educational agency" ipeans, as the State legislature 
may determine, (A) the chief State school officer (such a)^ the 
State superintendent of public instruction, 'commissioner of edu- 
cation, or similar officer) , or (B) a board of education controlling 
the State department of education; except that in the District bf 
Columbia it shall mean the Board of Education. 

[(3) ^'Nonprofit private school'] me^ns any private school ex- 
empt from incojwe ta:j; under section dOl(c) (3) of the Internal 
'Kevemie C!ode pf 1954J 

{^) "Nonfood assistance" means equipment iised by 
^.schools m storing, preparing, or serving food for school children. 

C(5)3 (4) "Participation rate" for a State means a number 
equal to the number of lunches, consisting of a copibination of 
foods and meeting* the minimum requirements prescribed^ by the , 
Secretary pursuant to section 9, served in the fiscal year begihninff 
two years immediately prior to the fiscal year for which the Fed- 
eral ftinds aret appropriated by schools participating in the pro- 
gram under this Act m the State, as determinedly tnQ Secretary. 

[(6) J (S) ^^A.ssistance need rate" (A) in the case of any State 
haying aj^-average annual per dapita income equal ta or gieater 
than the average annual per capita income for all the States, shall 
be 6 J and (B,) in the case of any State having an average annual 
per capita income less than the average atinual per capita income 
fcfir all the States, shall be the product of 5 and the quotient ob- 
tained by dividing the average annual per capita income for all 
the States by the average annual per capita income for Sju,ch State, 
except that such product may not exceed 9 for any such Stated For 
the purposes of this paragraph (i) the average annual per capita 
income for any State and for all the States shall be determiiied 
by/ fehe Secretary on ,the basis of the average annual per capita 
income for each State and for all the States for the three most re- 
cent years for which such data are available and certified to tHe 
Secretary by the Department of Commerce; and (ii) the average 
* annual per capita mcome for American Samoa shall .^be dis- 
regarded in determining the average annual per capita income 
for all the States for periods ending oeiove July 1, 1967t 

C(7)3(5) "SchooP means (A) any public ornonprofit private 
school of high school grade or under '^and, with respect to Puerto 
Riro. shall also include nonprofit child-care centers certified as 
such by the Governor of Puerto 3Rico3, (B) anv public or licensed 
nonprofit pirwate residential child care institution (iwludrnff. hut 
voi limiUd fQ^ orpTiaiwges. hqme^i for the menfdily retarded^ 
homes for the emotionally disturheds hqiries for unmarried 
mothers and their infants^ temporary shelters for rurmoay chil- 
dren, temporary shelters for abused children, hospitals for 
children who arc chronically tZ?, and jwvenUe detention cerkers)^ 
and (0) wtthrespncf to the Gommonwealth of Puerto Bica^ non- 
profit child Mve centers^ certified as such hy the Governor of 
Puerto Rico. For purposes of clauses {A^ arid (B) of this para- 
graph^ the term ^fnonprofif\ when applied to any such private 
school or institution^ means any. such school or institution which. 
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i$ exempt from tm under section 501(c) {3) of the" Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954* 

SPECIAL I^^D SERVICE PROGKAH FOn.CHlLDRRN 

Seo. I»/ (a) (1). There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are neccshary for [each ofl tlie fiscal [yeai^ ending June 30, 
11)73. June 30, 1974, and June 30, 107r>J year ending. J xcm 30^ 1970^ to 
enafclathe Secretary to formulate and cari7 out a program to assist 
States through grants-in-aid and other means, to initiate, maintain, 
or expand nonprofit food service programs for children in service iu- 
sttiutions. For purposes of this section, the tei*m "service institutions'* 
means [private, nonprofit institutions or public institutions, such as 
clilld day-care centers, settlement houses, or recreation centers, which 
provicje day care, or otJher child care where children are not maintained 
m residence, for children from areas in which poor economic conditions 
exist and from area^ in which there are high concentrations of work- 
ing mothers, and includes public and private nonprofit institutions 
providing day care services for handicapped children] nonresidential 
public or prioate^ nonprofit iTistitutions and residential^ public 07* pri- 
vate nonprofit su/frmer camps thai develop special sunurier programs 
prairlding food service similar to that available to children vmder the 
school lunch program under this Act or the school breakfast program 
under £he CMd Xutriiion Act of 1966 during tlie school ymr. To the 
maximum extend fedsihU^ consistent mth the purposes of this secticniy 
special summer fjo^ograms shall utilize the existing food service fqcili- 
ties of public arul nonprofit private schools. Any eligible service in- 
stitutionjikaJl receive the summer food program upon its request. 

[(2) Subiect to all the provisions of this section tlie term "service 
institutions" also includes public or private nonprofit institutions 
that develop special suihmer programs providing food service similar 
• to that availaole to children under the National School Lunch or 
. School Breakfast Programs during the school ^ear ipcluding such 
institutions providing day care services for handicapped children. To 
the maximum extend feasible consistent with the purposes of this sex;- 
tion sp(jcial summer pro-ams shall utilize the existing food service 
facilities of p.ublic and nonprofit private schools.] 

(2) Service institutions eligible to participate under the program 
auiJiorized wider this section shall he lirnttea to those which conduct 
a regularly scheduled program for children from areas in which poor 
economic conditions exist and from areas in which there are high con- 
centrations of iporhing mothers for any p&riod during the months *of 
i^ay through September at site locations where organized recreation 
adtlvities or food services are provided for children in attendance, 
f * * ^ . * *n % ♦ 

(c) (1), Funds paid to any State under tms section shall be dis- 
bursed by the State, educational agency to sei^ice institutions selected 
, on a nondiscriminatory basis by the Stat^ educational agency, (A) 



to reimburse the service institutions for 
cultural commodities and other foods, an^ 

pOjCagraphs (2) and (3) of this subsecti^n.^^TTHe costs of. obtaining 
agricultural commodities and other foods may include the ^ost of the 



he cost of obtaming-iagri- 
l (B) for the purposes, of 
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processing, distributing, transporting, or handling hereof. [Disburse- 
ment per meal as the Secretary shall prescribe.] 

C(2) In circumstances of severe need where the rate per meal estab- 
lished by the Secretary is insufficient to carry on an effective feeding 
program, the Secretary may authorize financial assistance not to 
exceed 80 per centum of the operating costs of such a program, iuclud- 
mg the cost of obtaining, preparing^ and serving food, Non-Federal 
contributions may be in cash or kind, fairly evaluated, including but 
not limited to equipment and services. In the selection of institutions 
to receive assistance under this subsection, the State educational 
agency shall require the applicant institutions to provide justification 
of the need for such assistwice.] • 
lv,f v^.) pfovide pimciaL assistance to a service • 

"mstztutzon in an amomt equal toj^hichever is the lesser of the follow- 
tng p^ centvms of the operatingr costs (which shall he determined hy 
inclAiding^ ther fair evahaMbn of in-hind oontributioTts^ and the cost 
of obtaining^ p*£,paHng^ and Serving food) of such instiimtion^s food 
service: * • ^ - 

(A) 80 per centtm, of the operating costs of such institution's 
food service^ or - ' , ^ 

(B) 100 per centum of such insfitution^s cash expenditure for 
th^ operating costs of its foodservide^ 

eoocep t tJi at smhjvnmcia l assistance to any such institution shall not 
'""^ceed SO cents for eacTThmcK or ?hjlq>per , served^ 4S ^ents for each 
oreakfast served^ (znd SO cents for each supplement served^ and except 
that such maodmvm rates shall he adjusted each March 1 to the near- 
est ^ cent in accordance with changes for the twelve-month period 
ending on the preceding Jqmmry SI in the series for food away frpm 
hm4 of the CoTtswrner Price htMex^pul)lished hy the Bureau oj La!t)OT. 
fifatistics of the Department of Labor. The initial such adjustment 
shall he made on March /, 1976^ and shall reflect the change in the 
series for foodfmay from home during the period January Sl^ 19^6, to 
JamarySl^me. . / I. \' \ 



[(i) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, th^ Secretary of 
Agriculture is authorized to utilize, during the period Slay 15 to 
September 15, 1972, not to exceed $25,0W),000 from funds available 
dunng the fiscal years i972 and 1973 under section 32 of the Act of 
' Au^st 24, 1935 (T IT.S.C. 612e), to carry out the purposes of this 
section. Funds expended under the provisions of this paragraph shall 
^be reimbursed out of any supplemental appropriation hereafter en- 
d for the purpose of parrying out section 13. of the National 
hchool Llmch Act, and such reimbursements shall be deposited into 
the fund established pursuant to section 32. of the Act of August 24, 
1935; to be available for the purposes of said section 32l Fuirias made 
available under this subsection shall be in addition to dir^ec^ appro- 
priafiohs or other- funds available for the conduct of summer food 
service prograiiis for children.! 

(i) The Secretary shall puMish proposed regtdations relating to the 
implementjaiiim of the summer food program hy January 1 of. each 
fiscal y ear ^ and shgU jj^lis^ vegulatipnsy guidelines^ applicor^ 
iifms^aTidhandhob^^siyMarchlofea/^^ ' . 
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COMMODmr DISTRIBimON .PROGRAM 

Sec. 14. Not-withstanding any other provisions of law, the Secretary, 
during the period beginning July 1, 1974, and ending [June 30, 1975,] 
JSeptemlier SO^ 1978^ shall— 

(1) use funds available to cairry out the provisions of section 
32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.a 612c) which are not 
exijerided or needed to carry out such provisions, to purchase 
(without regferd to the provisions of existing law governing the 
expenditure of public funds) a^cultural commodities and their 
produ^ of the ty^ customarily purchased under such section, 
for donation to maintain the annual^rogrammed level of assist^ 
ance for programs carried on under this Act, the Child Nutri- 
tion Act of 1966, and title VII of the Older Americans Act of 
1965: and 

(2^ if stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are not 
available, use the funds, of such Corporation to purchase agri- 
cultural commodities and their products of tie types customarily 
available under section 416 of the Agricultural Act of. 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1431), for such donationtj /and " ' ] 

{$) inohide among the prochicts for the food donations to the 
school hmoh program such cereal and shortening amd oil,prodwts 
as^ were provmeain the fiscal yefar 1974. Such products shall he pro- 
Vid€dtlfth€ Mh¥6l 1/Wr0h WfWgramp^ the same or greater guanfi- 
ties as were provided in the pscal year i974 amd. shall be in addi- 
tion to the vahte of commodity donations^ or cash in lieu thereof ^ 
as provided for in section 6 of this Act. 

NATIONAL ABVISORT OOTTNCHi 

Sec. 15. (a) There is hereby established a cou;ncil to be known as the 
National Advisory CounQil on Child Nntritioii (hereinafter in this 
section referred to as the "Council") which shall be composed of fifteen 
members (lEgointed by the Secretary. Ona member shall be a school 
administrator; one member shall be a person engaged in child welfare 
work, one member shalFl^e a person engaged in vocational education 
work, one member shall be a nutrition expert, one member shall be a 
school food service mafii^gement expert, oi?ie member shall be a State 
superintendent of school^ (or th^ equiva](ent thereof), one member 
shall be a supervisor of a school lunch program in a school system in 
an urban area (or 'the equivalent thereoii, one member shall be a 
supervisor of a school lunch program in a. school system in a rural 
area^ onemember shall be a State.school lunch director, or the equiva- 
lent thereof )/ one member slmll be a person Irving on a school board, 
one' member shall be a classroom teacher, aid four members shall be 
officers or employees of the Department of Atoiculture sjyeciallyjquali- 
fied to serve on the Council because of their education, traijiing, experi- 
ence, and knowledge in matters relating to child food programs. ' 

(b) The eleven members of the Council appointed fiiom outside the 
Department of Agriculture shall Be appointed for terms of three years, 
except tiiat nine members fii^st aJ>pomted to the Council diall be ap- 
pointed as follows: Three members shall be appoii;ited for terms of 
threes years, three members shall be.appointed for terms of two years, 



and three membcsrs shall bo apyointed tor terms of one year. There- ' 
after all appoiiitments shall be for xt tem of tJiree jears^ except that a ^ • 
person appointed to fill an i^iexpn*3 tcrni serve only for the 
remaintler of such temu Members appointed iirom tie Dej)artment of 
Agriculture slmll serve at the pleasure of the S^retar^^ ' • 

(c) The Secretary shall desjpnafe one of the. meiiibers to serve as 
Chairman and one to serve as Vice CSiairman of CoimciL ^ 

(d) The Council sMU meet at tfiexall of the C&airman' but shall, 

^ meet at le^ once a year. . • , • * 

, (e) Eight membep'dkall constitute a quorum and a Vacancy on the 
Council shall not affect'itsj^bwers. v \ . 

(f) It slrall be the fuitctita.of tBe Cora li> make a ^ntinuing ' 
study of the operation of programs carried ou| |upider the ifaiaoiial 
School Lunch Act/the .Child jNutHtion Act of 1966, and any! rdated 
A(jt under which meals, are, provdded f or children, with a view to de- 
terminating how such j^rograiiffjnayllse The Cpuncil.sluill 
submit to tne 'President i£ni die^Congre^' annually a written report 
of the results of its study^ together with^'su^h recommendations for 
administrative antf legislative chains as it deems appropriate 

(g) The Secretary shall pnmdl the Council witH suck technical 
and other assistance, includmg secretarial and clerical assistance, as 
may bexequired to carry outits jEunctiqiis under this Aiit. J 

(h) Members jt)f the Council sliafl serve without comj>ensatiba but ^ { 
^haU receive reimbursement for nec^^ry ^trayej andVsubsistence ex- 

p^Qses incurreSd by them in the performance of the duties of the 
Couhcil / ' 

[Sec. 15. (a) In addition to funds appropriated dr otfierwise'avail- 
able, the Secretary is authorized to use,, during^ the fiscal year endmg 
June 30, 19T1, not to exceed! ^,^,000,000 in funds from section 32 of 
the Act of August 24, 1935 j(7 TJJS.C..612c) , .tpfqffrry out the provisions 
of this* Act, and duriiig tEe fiscal, year ending June^,30j. 1972, no^ t<i 
exceed $100,000,000 in fundsfrom sucH^MCtion 32 toxiariy out l^fe pro-* 
visions of this Act relating to the service of jfiee.and ' 
weals to ncedy-childreniin^schools and service^in^ 
, xCib) Any funds_unexp e n d ed: uw der thia secfionJafelS&\ead^o£.tha . 
fiscal year endihgjune 30, 1971, or at. the end qf ite &scil year endmg 
Juile 3D, 1972. snail reinain available -tp. the Secretary in,a<x;ox^ance 
with the last sentence of section 3 of thisAct/iis,amended.3j-- * 

. OBILD (f ABE, FOOD KKOGRAJC ^ ^ 

Sbc. 16. {a) (1) There is Jiereiy aittTioTnz^ to^ he apwopnqted iuch 
miTns as are necessary in any fiscal year to enable the Secretary to 
^ f/>im\tlait and carry bir a program io assiijt States ITirm^i grmds- ^ 
hi aid and other means to tnUlate^ mmnicurljror expand n^pfvfU food 
service programs for children in vfisHixAiofis providiha cWd care. 
Any funds appropriated to carry oiU the provistons of iMs Section 
shaU remain dmilaiteAmfilexpended^- / ^ \. \/ • 

(2) For purposes of tJiJS sectwn, tTjc termHristUvizqh^^m^^^ 
piiblu: or jmvdte nonprofit organizaiion where cTutdrenMre nbt main-^ 
tained In pemmnent resideiioe^ inchiding,^ hti iioi limited to. jd4y care 

centers^ settlemeTii houses ^ reereaii^ ^J^ters^ Janidly jiaT^^ ^ 

grams. Head Start centers^ JTomestart programs^ and Jnj^titidions 
providing day caxfi services for handicapped chitdreru^g such instil 



iiUict^ i^oB be 'eligible j€f participcUe eii this program unless it has 
either, UcdyStatej or Federal Ucev^ng or approval as a ohUd tfior^ 
hi^tUviioTiyimccm the Secretary that it is in carnpUance with 

the applicable Federal Interagency Day Care Beguiremenis of. 1968. 
Aniristit/vtio^iT^ be approced for furuUM under t Jus section: Pro- 
vided^ Th^i^funael^ establishjed oyJhe responsthbc State or 
local gf^uermrkCTdJkfCit^ such litstitiUlpn is maS^ toward compliance 
witTi the requirements for tijLX e^^pt^taius vm^rsection 601 (c) (5) 
^fthe Intertud Revenue Code of 195J^ or is currently operating 
fedefc^y j^t^^ regyiring nonprofit status. For purposes 'of 
this sectilm. the tenK^State means my of the fifty JStateSj the Dis- 
trict of Coiu/nibia, the CoTrvmhrvwecith of Puerto Bico, the Virgin 
IslojJhy GuoTn, Aiperican Samoa^ and the trusty Territory^ of the Paci- 
fic Islands. Any institution shall receive the child care food progrccms' 
uponits^reguesi. , a- " " - . , , ^ 

For each fiscal year ieainning with the. fiscal year ending ' 
June' 30, 1976, the Secretcary shaUitiaice chttd care food payTnents no 
less frequently than on a fnonthly basis to each State educational 
agency in an amount rw less than the. sum of the. products pbtainediby 
multiplying {A) the T&jmber of brecUtfasts served iik child ctire food 
jyrjogTams within that State by the riadonal average j>ay7nent rate for 
brec^gsis under section ^ of the G^Hd NxUfitUm Act of 1966, (B) 
the tm^en. of , breakfasts, served in child care food^ograrns within 
thM.State,p ^AUdren fromfa^ i^hbse incomes meet the dig3fUitg 
criteria for free schootineau by the national average payment rate for 
free breaj^fastsundfir section i- of the ChUdKutrittonAot of 1966, (C) 
the number of breakf(uts .se7*i^ inlchildjcqre food programs^ within 
thflt State,tpch£ldr^ from families whose hwoTnes meet tJie eligibility 
criteria for reduced price sch^p% .vieali^ l^.the national averaae .pay- 
ment rate for reduced price school, br^eakfasts under section 4 of the 
Chald.NutjitiofnJjct of 1966^^ (D) th^.^mrer of lumhes and suppers 
salved zh .qhild care food progravis A^hin that State by the natumal, 
aperage^.pdyment rote for lunches sunder section 4 the NaiiOTial 
Schaql puMh Avt^ :{£) the Mu^b^bfll^u^hes cm^ servjed fn 

child^car^/food-progjf^Tns. wz^ 4)hildTen.from families 

wT^seincomef i^eet the elig^ility crUcjia^af free school ^fneais by the 
fiatioTudiaveiiige my free scMQliunches under section 11 

o f the Natioial ^cjM^ Act, (F j ilie miniber of lunches and 

suppers, served in ch^^ cjpcrejood programs .in that^ State io children 
whose families meet the eUgibiliip, criteria for r^dficed priQe Mchool 
TTiecds Jby .the, ^^kttipnal average .payihent .factor, for reduced price 
tuTiches underjeg&m 11 ,qf ine N4xti^pal[&choold^^ Act, VQ) fh^e 
nymf^erofsTioc)^ serv^4nchild^i!g^ fo^jproqjvm^ in4hat-St<ite 'by 
SsiCTds^^ji^^ thfimmf>erpfs7i4cJ^ served4^ 

tn^thatStme to eMl^ren frQmfqn[i^l^/uM^ incomes meet eUgibU- 
0y criteria ffhr ff^ sch^f meeds- b^JS^.ce^ the number of 

»nac%i sfixiied inx eJiild cc^ fcfoi State io cMbdr^i^ 

frtmkfani^^ ineonits irh^trth^MigiS:^ity criteria for reducer' 
prio^ sch^.medtsiiy.10^ t^^:fistabju1k^ to daises 

{Wjy O^X^ iJ^ T>^ ddguii^ 4eir)iri^^ nearest . 

S0J00S5\ l^ Sectetarjf fq. feflect, i^tohanges snt tfL^. series^ of fpi^d, 
atcai/Sf roTn l^^ puKlzikedQ>y tne Bu- 

reau of jMbor^ia^ the Deparirn^ni of l^or^ the imtiatsuch 
jmch adjustvitent shM be effective J'anmry ly i^ and stiaU reflect 



chanffes in the series iood away fTom Iiom^ during the period Jvm 
tlvrcugh Noverribeir Rdrnhursentent for mecM provided under 
tfiu section shaU not he dependent upon collection of moneys from 
^participating chUdrefu ^ , ^ y \ 

(S) For each fiscdl year i^ginnina with the jiscdt .year ending 
Jvfoe 30^ 1976^ ihe Secretary sJvaR make further cMd care food pay-, 
mmts no less fregitently than a jnonthZv iaeisto each State educatwnal 
agency in amownts equal to the snim pftfie product obtained Tyy mtdtir 
flying the number of hreaJcfasis^ lAimfihes^ suppers, and macks, served 
zn special food sei^e programs ioUMn that State lyy institnctiqns that 
are determined*io ie especiaUy needy 'I^ the difference^i'etiDeen the 
cost of providing such ntedls (wMch shaU inmde the full cost of 
obtaining, hanouing^ serving, and preparing food as wm as super- 
vzsoru and administrative costs and indirect easipenses^ hut n^k inMidr 
tng the cost of egmpment provided for under subsection (;)) and the 
respective rates for such meals spqcified in paroArapTi iTf of this 
sub's^tioiu : 
^ (5^ Ndlaterth4tnthc frsi ddyof eachmc^ 
jorward ta each Sfdtejm advance payment for metds served In Mat 
month pursuant to pafagraphs, (1) oM {S) of this stj^sedum^ which, 
payrnent shdR de no less thofy ihe total paynlSnt nutds^td such 'State 
for meals served pursuant to fparagrdphs (?) and. (S). of ifiis mb- 
s ection, for the mo st recenf mcmth mwIMtfsS!^^ 
M/oe been settled. The Seoretahr sfidH forwoprd any r^iTudrung pay- 
mcnt due pursuant to parag7:aph (i) and («) qf th^ st^sectzon no 
later than thirty days faUounng receipt of vcuia cTcumSy exciipt thatr 
any ^nds adn)anced to a Sta^fcrwMch valid claims havi not leen' 
estabhshed within ninety days sfutU U deducted fr^ the neih appro^f 
jmate monthly advance payments, unless the chwtspJreguests a^edf/ 
tng unth the Secretarypri<>fioth:eninetietKday'. ; yf^. 

(c) Medh served ly mstitutiq^ 
thjsse^^ion shaU consist of a edmbination of foods and sh^'^rk^t 
mtmnium nuMtiorud regutm0k.^Qnb.ed hyfr the SecreiaT^^.oTytM 
oasts oftesUd'nutriitdndrresearcK£ meals sKdU ie sehsed freejo 
^leedAf ehUdreru No physicci segregation or other diSmmnd^dh 
aga^t any chUd sho} be made, lecause of his inO^ify to pay, nor 
shMl there^ ie any overt ideniiftcdtion of any such child ly special 
msens or tickets^ announced or pt^jtishedlists of names, or othermeans. 
N 0 institution shoU le proh^tedfrom serving a treakfast, lunch, din- 
ner^xrndsriacJttoedeheltg^ - ^ - - 

P tends paid to an^Stateunder this section shdU le dislursedly 
the State agency Po institutions approved' for partictpakoh on a non- 
' dtscmmnatory lasts td reinOwyemcTi institutions for dU costs, inciud- 
tng labor and ddmnistr<aiife^ef^ of food service opeT^didns^AH 
vahd claims from such tnsiimions shaU le pdid^vniTitn ITurl^^J^ 
{e) Irrespective of the amount of funds appropriated under s^tum 
IS of this Act, foods fiz^flS^fe^ixn^^i^^?^ of the J^^cw^BwnrT 
Act of WW {7 UJS:O.HSl)dr ^iiTuxsediMer section^^B ofiheAci 
olAv^SJ^l^S{7VJ3.0.^itd%ors^^ 

aOture A ct of 196$ (7 UJ^O: mS hr-Jt), shdUJ^e^ donatedily ihe^Secr. 
^^^^f 4^^*^^^^^ ^Jv^^tiitd^ hiJhe^cWd care. 

food'proaram. m gc^^ as detirniMxed hy du£hf^ 

ities of theie institutions for utilisation in their f^ing Jpro^wms. 



, The amM>nt of suehcornmodUies 
year shall ie^ at a m^nw7M^77^, the amoxmt obtained hy nvultwlyinff the 
mLTThSer of lynches served in pariiczpattno instUutions durinff that ' 
fiscal year Inf th^ rate for commodities ana cash in lieu thereof estab- 
lisheafor that fiscal year in accordance with the provisions of 6{e] 
of this Act. 

(/) // in any State the State educational agency is not psTmitted 
hy lata cr^is otherwise unable to disburse the fwnds'^paid to it under- 
this section to any service institution in the Stafe^ the Secretitry shaU 
VTithTiold aU fiends provided under this section^ arid shdU disburse 
the funis so withJietd direcdy to servie-instjiutioTis in the State for 
the same purposejjnd subject to the same conditipns as are regul^red, 
of a State educatioricd'afffncy disbursiriff furids made a^calcible under " 
'this section. * > ' 

{g) The ^cHue of Tjssistaince to children undef this section shall not 
be considered to be income or resources for any purpose undbr any 
Federal or State lawSy includtngjaws relating to taxation.and welfare 
and fubJio assistance vrogroajM. Expendittures of funds from State 
cmitocdl sources for iheynaiTiienmc^ of food proarams for children 
shdUnotbe dimimshed as a result o^ funds received imder this sectiofL 

(A) 'There is her^ authorised to be appTa^iated for any fiscal 
year such sums as may bejnecessary to the ^ecrmary for his^reSHixi'. 



({) States^ Sfate.educatidnM agencies service institutions par- 
ticipaiing in programs unierijhis section shcil Tcup mch accounts and 
records 'as may be necessary^ enable the jSecrefary *to deterrrme 
whether thefre has been cotn^ianoe with this. secHon^and t he regular 
iiohs hereunder. Such accounis.and records shoilj^.cit^ \ 
<AT(^orinspecti6n as^ represwta^es^of iKe' Secretary and 

shM be, preserved for stich venod of ttane^not in esbcess offive years^ 
as iheSeerehrydepsrt^^ . " ^ ' * ■ 

{j){iy pf the sums apprdpridted jjOT ^ny, fiscal year pursuant to ^ - 
themUhdrikUionjcon^^ amjsec^on 
fyfiOOfiOO shdU be avaitaSU totJ^ Secrttary for tTie f^ose of rpfo- " 
viding^ diixing each such fif pal. yecn*^ fionfpdd iuisy^^ for the chUd * 
carej[(kAjprqgrgm^ cmd theswrmerfop^ The Secretary shc^ 

apporti6h among the States, during each fiscal ye^ the aforesaid 
sum ofi$8fi0pfi00: Provided^ That such an apfortionlTiervt shall ie 
made qccprding to theratib among the States of jhe number of children 
below age 6 ioho are members of households which have an ahhudl 
income fiot <Adve 1£5 per cerium of the-^ccp^icdble fomlu size 
income level set forth in the income j>oyerty s/iudel^ ^rei<^_ed by 
iheSecre^^ 

uiUiA 



(£) If any State .cannot utiti&s^dH of; the funds apportHoned.^to it 
under the provtsiphsoffhis secitohj the Secreiary^shaU make further 
apportionments ta the rem^Mung States^ Tc^mmts to any State of 
§Si^f^?fPf^ :PT!^^ oTfhxs stAsectign for anj} 

fiscal ^ear shattbe i^^ at leasij^fu^fdu of 

ih^ cost of .e^ptri^ financed under^tluS isecUon shaU ie borne,, by. 
fundifrfm^^sdwces^^^ i^i^:StaU^:exeej)>tJhat, sucK^conditionshau 
not apply ^unth ^respect to iun& used under this secti&n id desist 
ir^tituHpni^termiiied^b^ . 
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ADDITION.AIi VIEWS OF H0^\. EOXALD MOTTL ' 

I wish to express my complete and full support for the provisioiis of 
H,R. i2'22. This bill offers tiie children of our country more access and 
more opportunity to participate in a program which is so essential 
to the j)hvsical and mental development fif our children. 

Special notice is taken of Sections 2 and 3 of H.R. 4222 which 
amends Section i of the Child Nutrition Act of 19B6. Section 2 makes 
I>enncinent the School BreakfastTProgram. Section i expresses the de- 
sire of Congress to make the School Breakrast Program a matter of 
national nutrition and health policy..F urthermore, it directs the Secre; 
tary of Agriculture to inform the schools of this policy. 

It is this breakfast program that allows childrenio start the day with 
adequate nutrition and food, a condition that 'helps diem come to the 
classroom more attentive and aware. Teachers have written to the 
^Committee expressing the positive change in the clifldren's learning 
habits and attitudes as a result of this br^fdst Some families do not 
Imve enough income to provide their children with a nutritious break- 
J^-ast^JeLfi&JifijmyJ^ ,parents- 
may mean that jioTwdy has the time to give the child a breakfast. 

In 1966, Secretary Freeman came to my home state of Ohio and 
sat down with some children to eat in the first pilot breakfast prggram. 
Since that time, the program has grown into a Wable, effective method 
of helping our children. FronLits official inception in 1967, the School 
Breakfast Program has grown from a participation rate of 18 schools 
serving 65,353 breakfasts to 99J children to a program with 273 schools 
and 54,980 children in fiscal year 1975 serving 787^1^828 breakfasts. 

The School Breakfast Program has growTi into an important and 
nece^ry element of the school day find the well-being, of the school 
cliiia. Therefore", J/am e«/>^m7Z^ proud and happy to support Sections 
2 and 3 of iI.R. ^2S^ In addition to the other provisions of the bill. 

• RoNAii) M.^'Hoidi*. 



MINORITY VIEWS (H.E. 4222) 

"We, the undersigned, have supported legislation which has resulted 
in enonnous increases in tlie school lunch^and child nutrition programs 
in recent j^ears, and resulted in verj- substantial increases in services to 
needy children as well as increased Federal support for all lunches 
sefn^ed. However, we cannot support this bill ^ reported by the Com- 
mittee because of the huge and unwise expenditures added by tw'o pro- 
visions in particular. 

The first would set a maximum charge per school lunch for children 
who do not receive a fi^e or reduced-pnce lunch at 250 (as opposed 
to an average o£ 45<^ this yea^) which would cost an estimated $655 
million next year, 

The other provision is one'' mandating the purchase of specified com- 
modities--cereals, oils, aiid shortening — at the 1974 level of purchase 
in addition to the level of commodity purchases -(or cash in, lieu of 
commodities) which are now 10^ ajneal and with an escalator clause 
coiild go to 11.10 next year. Tfee cost of thi^ addition is $79,000,000. 
Jiside from cost, 'we believe that this provision i& extremely unwise. 
Once the Congress starts mandating the purchase of certain coboiniodi- 
ties as opposed to others there may lie no end to such requirements, 
and the Demrtment of Agriculture may >veU be put in the position of 
not being able to take best advantage of market conditions. The reason 
cereals, oils, and shortening was no"t purchased last year is that the 
Departmei]^ concentrated verj* hea\Tly on .purchases of beef* clieese, 
and other meats, thus providing the schools with high protein items 
highly desirable from a nutritional standpoint. Thus supplied, they' 
could make their own purchases of cereafs and oils. 

These iwo items alone-adA$731inillion-,to the costof this bilL The 
total cost of the program next year under this bill will be'$S,676,900,000j 
an increase of |l,640,900,000 over fiscal 1975 costs of these programs 
(80% over the existing program) and an increase of ^$1,258,900,000 
over what the cost of existing programs would be next year if they were, 
simply extended.' 

^ , As we have said, we feel that $734 million of this increase is com- 
. pletely imjustified, and most particularly in view of proposed budget- 
ary deficits and other priorities in national^ needs, including more 
pressing ones in education .and in jnutrition itself (a point made in 
Committee by opr colleague, Mrs. Chisholm, in opposing the 25|i cap 
on the cost of meals»torpayinastudents. * ^ 

^Mthougk we did not consider the proposal in the Budget for a block- 
grant approaqh to these prograxns focused entirely on Jieedy persons 
(no legislative proposal had yet Deen submitted;), and we are not here 
supporting thatapproadlij we feet obliged to pc^nt out that in term^ 
of adding to .the forecasted Budget deficit for fisqal 1976, the cost of 
tlus bill would be more than do.uBle the Budget request.of $1,7 biUipri, 
A'cipmparison of the program costs is set fprtl^ in the following tdbl6, 

(45)- " ' . ' 

- . - ^ ^ ^ • 
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-GHILO NUTRITION PROGRAMS, 1976 
do millions of doIUrs) 



Fiscal Ytar Extension of 

1975 fxistins Administration 
tstimatt Ittislatjon letlstation ^ H.!^4222. 



School lunch : ^39.1 ;49s.o . KSaO 

Supplimtnlal payment (25^nt limiO , 655.0 

Ffwandftductd.^ ?3L 7 865.0 IIIIIII 97a2 

Brwkf^t... 77.0 104.0 154.0 

Nonfood assistinc* 210 210 . . 210. 

Slatt administration txptnst 6.7 6.7 V ♦ 6,7 

Nooschool food profram: ' ' ' * 

Summer. 52.7 62.0 ^ 62.0 

Year-rounds ^ , $4.0 610 . 33.0 

GfanU in litu of Comm., . 73 0 '170.0 

Nutrition training and surveys and operation expense™ lao ' 14. 4 I: 'I "I 15.0 

C<wn5W<JitJes 417.0 365w2 5010 

Speoa milk — HH - 134,0 134.0 

Special supplemental food procram lOLO 2OO.O 25ao 

2,046.3 .2.4113 M.CS2.5 3.676.9 

< Represents the administration block frant proposal. 

A thorough review of the growth of the school lunch and child 
nutrition programs is needed to put our position in proper perspec- 
tive. But first, two things should be made clear. First, the existing pro- 
gram permits serving reduced-price lunches at 20^ to children whose 
family income ranges up to 75 percent above the income poverty guide- 
line for a family of four of $4,510 in fiscal m5— or $7,900] and timt 
this bill woufd increase the reduced price eHribility (while putting 
a 100 cap on the cost of the reduced-price meal) to 100 percent above 
the poverty guideline for a family of fouiw>r ^,020 currently, and 
of course higher for larger families. Thus, in discussing the 25^ maxi- 
mum to be Siarg^for a school lunch we are talking about children 
from families above that income level— which yery likely will be 
higher next year as the basic level goes up, » 
Moreover, it is important to note that every school lunch served is 

f Federally subsidized at nearly 220, plus a Stat© and local contribution 
of 20.30 per meal in 1971 Thu^ the price,bf a meal to a paying student 
already nms as low as 250 i^ some scljools and ranges up to 550 in 

* others. - » 

B&sTORY OP School Lunch ExPAxsioif ' 

Participation in the National School Lunch Program, expanded 
rapidly from its begiiming in 1946 to 1971, In its first year of opera- 
tion the prografii reached 6.59 million children or ^.8 percent o^ the 
. total enrollment Of these children approximately .8 million were 
"Served Imich free or at reduced prices. The program grew steadily 
until it reached 24,-6 million children in fiscal 1971, neariy four jfimes . 
the number originally served. Of these children an estimated 7.3 mil- 
lion children received free or reduced-price lunches. The program had . 
been extended to reach 47.4 percent of the U,S, enrollment. 

Federal, State, and local contributions toward the National School 
Lunch Program have risen at an ever increasing rate since the incep- 
tion of the program in 1946, Federal cash assistance for fiscal yeat 
1947 amounted to $62,338,155 with an Additional $8,047,748 provided 
in Federally dqnated commodities. State and local appropriations in* 
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iiscal year added $20,616,000 in support of the progranu Chil- 
dren*S:?payGients provided $112^540,000 wmle other lq<ajjto 
and receipt? ampimting to $17,532,p!()0 brought the total State and local 
.support to $150,688,0^ for the fiscal year* The total plrogram cost 
amoimted'fo$221,073,(»3ihlMr. ^ 

THis contrasts wim $30O^8221O in cash payments contributed by 
the Federal gpyemment alone in fiscal year 1970. The total value of 
Federal comido^ties equaled $265,192,684. State and local appropria- 
tions came to $185,056,427, other local contributions an^ receipts 
amounted to $361,594,582, a?id children's payments added an extra 
^ $1404^959,419, bringing the total State and local support to about 
$1.7 billion^'Tlie-total.program cost amounted to $2.2 billion, 

5?he $221,Q73,093.spent in fiscal year 1947 fed 6,596,633 children 
T^Mle the $2.2 billion exjJenditure jin, fiscal year 1974 fed 23^27,222. 
This>(juals.$36.8l||)er child in>£scal year 1947 as opposed to $95.86 
p&r chald in fiscafyear 1970. Attechment 1 demonstrates program 
funding sources iqrfiscal years 1969 iihrbtigh 197|:. . 

In fiscal year J.970 th6.Federalj^ai:e of pro^m cost was 25.5 per- 
cent of a total expenditure of $2^ billion ooyermg State andlocal con- 
tributions, (jMldren^s payments, and Federal funding* The Federal 
^bare increased, to ,an estimated 43;percent of a. total of $S billion in 
fiscal year 1974. pujfing the. same 5-year;peripd, State.jind local con- 
tributions indudmg ^xhildren's pa]^nents decreased from 74.5 percent 
,of totol prp^ut cost ta 57 percent^ The^^o^ significant ^ei^ea?^ 
. in cluldren's paymentSr-doTOi from l9.8 percent of the total cost in 
fiscal year.l9tO to, an eatimated 34.9 pjercent^in fi^lyear 1974. 
. -Ayerage Federal .payments for Junches;serv:ed under the National 
School Lunch Pj^gram.wmpared y^Ti the Consumer Price Index for 
,foM.^wW^ from Home presents anotfier deto<msPtratib^ of increases in 
Federal fioaii^ad assistance duri^ ihe pjist few years* This index is 
the me^wure provided in Public Eiw 93-150 for making future rate 
adjustments. Under the National Sdiool Lunch. Act, all lunches served 
are reimbursed from Section,4 and free and reduced-price meals served 

tp_e<jQnbmicallyiieedy childrenisrejtraditi^ 

tion 11. _ -* „ 

/ As cMl» seeniro^ 

kept pabe with rising costs but has siibstontially exceeded' them* Of 
greatest sigriificimce is the increa^ in average payments from Section 
11 funds from 6.3 cents in fiscaljwlr 1969 to an estimated 46 cents in 
fiscal 1974 or more, than 400 percent. Payments :^m Sc^on 4 funds 
durme: the same period for allltinches increa^ by more than 100 per- 
centy frdm 4.S cents to an estimated lO tents. The Consumer Price Li- 
dex for f odd Jiwiy ifrom home increased by about 43.6 perceiit from 
?ur^l9$9 :to;J^^^^^ ^ * : : ' ; ' 

•It is also impdrtant to note that adjusfeifents in Federal payments 
st^d af 62.5' cents from Sictioit U, im^ii/l6 c^ts frbm Section 4 for 
January to: Jme 1975Aas a re in thisjndex. 

Benefits to^i^ of diffet^t eaindmc: Wds^^^ 
iinother leaf* Attiw^ent n ^ alsfo^l* 

to pirfacipatlng ch^ akth^ fill into catej^nes of :j?.aid,Te- 
rduc^drpriw^fiid^^^ : T ' ^ / \ - 
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Ghildren receiving .paid lunches have received rapidly increasing 
Federal suj)sidie^ in (He period frg»^n^s>cal 1969 to the present. Average' 
cash reimbursement for each pa^'d lunch was i.8 ceiit^ an$ aii average 
value^of Federally donated commodities, of 8.1 .center ^rpught the Fed- 
eral suhsidy to 12,9 cents per ^ai^^litnch.^ln ad^tion to tJusjsubsidy, 
the fiscal 196i9 Sfaf^ matching contribution to the cost of a paying 
child s lunch came to lH cents per meal. Bringing government sub- 
sidies to 27.0 cents per meal. The total State and Federal expenditure 
for paid meal'sin 1969 was $475,300,000.^ ^« / * 

In contrast ip this, the leverage Federal caslx rMn^bursemexit.fp? ^ 
paid lunch was 10.5 c^nts at the close of fiscal yeatl974:withtb^Vy^ 
age value of Federally donated commotoies amouiiting to §:^rits per 
paid lunch. Total Federal subsidy per paid lunch ifoir&cal y^r *iQ74, 
therefore, equaled 18.5 cents. This is an. increase of 59 jjercent from the 
1969^ figure. State matching also increased during this time^perjod com- 
ing tp 20.3 cents pei* i;>aid meal m 1974. This changejbrpnght Ihe overall 
percentage change in Federal and State (xmtributipi^toMpercNsht.for 
the 5-year periods This does not include the 195fSi increase in stipport 
perJmchtoaliBYelof a|)ou^22reen^^ -\ > v - ' ' ' 

Children rece^iving free^or reducfed-price meals «Isq receive rapidly 
increasipg benefits iix the 5-year period froiti jiscajt year 1969 to 1974. 
» Average Federal cash payment for ea^h free 6t f educedtprice lunch 
was 13.1 cents added to S.l^cciits in donated commodities. The total 
Federal expenditure for free or reduced price meak in 4969 \iras5$43 
minion. ' % ' ^ -j^ t r . ' ' ' V ' 

A significant contrast appears wBen thpse e^sqpendito^ in 1974; a^ 
considered. For fiscal 1974 Feddrffl cash payffietft to^^ free or. 
reduced-price lunch was 57.5 cents plus 10\cents in.dbna!^ed comntpdir 
tie^. The total Federal expenditftr^ foi*;free or reddce^ pWce nreijfe in 
1974 was $667 million or an <iveralL, percentage cha%e of *1488 per- 
cent from the 1969^ figilrer- > ' -vvr?*'''^^ ' / 

, ' ' DoxClSTJdtoN' \ ^9:^*'"^^- 

Th^ above jiescriptipn^and.t^^ 
demonstrated concern for school lunch and child nutrition^rOgrams 
which we feel is niefited; TheJ Cominiltee report details xihanges in 
exiiM^ing law made by H3-42S2j(Fhich wpuld jjj^ increase support 
for and particii^Qtion in these.p^gjr%ms..WhUe^e m not agree with 
every change pj^oposed, we eniph^tics^lly. disagree with the wisdom and 
necessity of the two very cb$tly .changes^ involved in^setting a:^5:cent;S 
maxiirium; per meal for paying^childreh and, mandating tJie .purchase 
of specificed: commodities m an almount of $7& imllion in ftddition .to 

. the lev^^rofccoramodity purchases established by . , ^ 

TVhile we are not peisuaded. that this is the enle to spend .$734 
million, wWch do^not/neeS. tc^ be spent, we cf^iotl^elp but .wonder 
at the sense of priprities^ncl^ .an eipenditid:e xfould:represenL If we 
had'm additional $7Mniillion^^ or for education, are.there 

not far iMre pressing KR. 4^2? 

For.eianjple^hpfw.ftj^^ nuinber of elderly j>eopIe who^suSer 

. from Jnadequate diets, and are ndt rea<»hed by .^:d^ing;pr6grams? Or 
we might jhind the WrC^ptOj^^ f or, 

and infants at mitritional jnsk at a level which woiild niore^ nearly 
approximate needs^ XniTTatlnsfance, we have solid, scientific evidence,' 
sonie of it prieseiited^to.ojur Committee: in the course of heaxdngs. on 



tliis bfll^ that irreversible brain damage caused by madeauate nutn- 
tioix in the months before and after birth can be prevented. This type 
of nutritional intervention represents an incd-lculable saving m h^an, 
social, and economic terms which <certainly will not be dupbcated by 
tliaprovisions of this bill we find objectionable. Or if we were ^mg to 
spend it on education programs, >ye cou}d.more than double Federal 
support f olr vocational-technical education or quadruple Federal sup- 
port for the education of hiajidicapp^-ehirdren (many of whoin are 
not being adequat^ly.seryed, today). TJiere are dozens of more effective 
things^ waxbuld da with that pxxoxxj^ oi Federal funds^, assuming 
we had that amount to^spend. . T . ^ • 

Ill conclusion, these two items, at a cost of $73i million represents a 
lack of budgetary restraint and a lack of responsible ordering of na- 
tional priorities, which we find unac^ceptable. We hope and believe 
that this CongTQSS, T^hich ha? moved toward more respop^bility m 
budgetary matters "and which has pledged itsejf 'to the ^erican 
people to make wise decisions on nationat priotities^ ]t^ill agree with 
oiir position and eliminate the^e provisions from the bill. \ 

\ ATTACHMENT I . 
^ \ ' , SOURCES OF NATIONAL SCHOOL tUNCH PROGtlAM FjlNOJNQ, ' 

* ' . Sourct of funds" 

1 , — ;: — ■ %— 

Ftfient^ tWIdfen-'siiaymMls— »~StaU agd4ocat>-^ > - T o t a l . . - 

Fwcatytar ^ Arobvnt rercent Agwunl Percinl Amount Pwcent . Anfouht. - P€re«nt 

t973- ^iSo? 4010 1123.7.- 37il' ^692,7 ' 22:9 3.027.1- 100 

i97fc:™::::: tsT^i 43:0 i;i2i.3 , 34.9 710.D • 22.1 3,2og>7 100 ^ 

n ' ttt: — rr~' ' r~^~ I '< *^ '. ' 7^ 

« Indud^financIalMii USOA-donated food ajshunct. 

?Priiimh«ry<r * * - . ' • ' * ' - ' 

J_ * ATTACHMENtir^ - . 

COMPARISON OF NSLP RATE INCREASES WlTH INCREASES IN TH^ CONSUMER PRICE INDEX FOR FOOD AWAY 

t'^ ' : ■ ; 1^ 

* , Sic.U liT/v - ^- -Sic-U-' ' . Food away fromhohit, ' Additforiafc 

. , ; ; ^1 ; ^. ^ I (sUrlof ptriod> .pormnodity 

AvtiaM * ' "'Xvtfaie ~ — ' ' ; — assbtahct; 

Fiscal year - C»nts) IncfMJa _ <wn^^ Jncf^«; - . , 

'\m,i:Jll^ " 'f! -.-™--r- ' ,i^"-"-'W^' - Mffi- — -*fiT" 'Is 

1970 ' r '417 Z.1 17.9^ .115.7 111./^ 6.1 . 

fc::::™^^^ . -m^ -^^ -r -^Jso '12.V was < e7.3 : ; ^ *i,o 

rjl972*75i?U-.-...-...2:.^..«.. ;v!|g'--t— A-r^ » r^ii-:^^"— -?ftf^*->^^ — '.-^^ 
— :i _ • \ ' - - ' ; AmEKrrH^ 

. - " ' : . ; John IT^:ERi^BNBoiiN:. 



SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS ON H.K. 4222 •> ' • 

In voting for the reporting of H.B. 4222 from the Committee, we 
expressed our support for strengthening school lunch and child n\;tri- 
tion programs. (Mr. Quie did not vote to report^ the bill but concurs 
with these viej^rs.) We believe the provision.of free and reduced-price 
hmches under the Jfational School Lunch Act has been beneficial to 
those children eligible for and participating in the program. In these 
difficult economic times, when many needy femilies may not be able ta 
meet.ihe minimum nutritional needs of their children, it is vitally ii^- 
pprtant that tliese basic programs be - / 

The attention of the Members of the House should be drawn t© one 
particular isSue, however. During full Committee action on H.E.;3736, 
an amendnjent was proposed and approved placing a ceiling or "cap*' 
of 25 cents on the cost to a child for a lunch oilier th^ a free lunch, 
or a reduced-price lunch. For those schools participating in the schoql 
lunch program as of January 1, 1975, payments will be made equal to 
(A) the difference between the pri(^ of at lunch (other than a free. or 
Tedm(ed"-ijrt<5e tach) aff of Jatmary T, 1W5, and 25^ cents, oi:(B) ID 
cents, whichever is greater. For those schools not participating in the 
program as of January 1, 1975, payments will be made ed^l to (A) 
the difference between the average price, in effect.on JaufiaiT*l, 1975, 
'for such lunches and 25 cents^ or (B) 10 cents, whichever i%r,eater. 
(The national avera^ge price per luncn is 45 cmis.) Tte FedeEtl gov- 
emmept will pay this difference. ' ^ ' 

We have serious reservation^ over the effects of this^ameni^ent; aird 
voted against it in the full Cominitt^. There are several implications 
and consideratio ns wh ich the Members of the full House mpst^be made 
aware of V ^'■'''^ -"^W^^^^ ' , " . - - t 

^ (1) The cost of this*amendment for the*first year has been esti-- 
mated at approximately $655 million. 

' (2) Going beyond the obvious cost factor, Members should consider 
whemer the Federal government, which already must make the most 
prpfund fecal decisions in the present economic climate, should "sub- 
si^ze" children whose parents can afford the price of a school limch 
or cak afford to proiade adequate nutrition for their children on their 
own. The program iniliateal)y this amendihent, unlike the present 
free and reduced-price proems, will not be discretionary since the 
"ca|)" would apply to all cEoldren buyinglunches regardless of their 
• family income. » / ... " ^^^..-4:- 

(3) Because the price of a lunck as of Janury i,1975,-is used' as a 
standard, a school participating in the. program as of that dat^ and 
continniiig in the program could now drop the cost .of its lunch^and 
then receive *i "windftill" suMdyfrbin the JFedera! government. This 
'"wmdfall'^ would be equal to the difference between the price of its 
limch as of January 1, 1976, (for which fJie school will be receiraig- 
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a partial subsid;jr) and the new, lower cost or price it charges this 
year. No guidelines have seen set for the utilization of this surplus 
payment. 

It also can be inferred that schools which have excess o^pacity in 
their school lunch pro^m can further reduce their per capita, unit 
costs through the addition of children to the program up to the point 
that full capacity is reached. 

(4) Conversely, should this amendment generate substantial, ad- 
ditional participation by children in programs already at capacity, 
school systems indeed could be faced with the higher costs necessary 
to increase their facilities to meet the excess demaifflL 

(5) Schools which have operated^ inefficient and/or higher cost 
programs in a sense, will be rewarded for these costs and inefficiencies 
because the Federal government will be picking up the tab for the 
price above 25 cents per child. . * ' ^ . 

(6) Local communities which have set the price of their school 
lunches lower than the cost (in effect, providing ^ local subsidy) would 
be penalized for their initiative because the Federal,payment is pegged 
to the price of the lunch rather than its cost. If community A charged 
40 cents for ift lunch that costs 45 cents per child to produce, it would 
receive a Federal subsidy of 15 cents. 1^ coiftmunity B charged 45 
cents for a lunch costing; 45 cents, it would receive 20 cents. This 
is clearly^ineguitaMe,^^^ 

(Y) In the fnajbmy of cases if the cost J)er Tuflch rises after Janu- 
ary 1, 1975, school systems will be forced into deficit financing. This 
will occur because the child will pay no more than 25 cents and the 
Federal subsidy ' will be pegged to the lower price charged as of . 
January 1, 1975, and not to the higher cost incurred after tliat date. 

Restating our ori gin al comments, we generally support the National 
School Ltmch Act. vVith our nation in tiie most difficult of economic* 
straits, Congress should s^ek to assist thgse not totally able to help 
themselves. On the other hand, we seriously question* the advisability 

5f the amendment setting the 25 cent "cap," When^wise fiscal decisions 
lust be made and our national priorities refociised, Congress should 
not embark on a program providing subsidies to those needing little 
or no help. \ 

^ AiiPHONzo Bell, M.C. 

JBdwin Eshleman, M.C. 
John BxiCHAi^rAir, M.C. 
•James M. Jeffords, M.C. 

sJP'lLLtAM F. GOODLIKO, M.C. . 

BERx H. QxnnE, M.C. 




; INDIVIDUAL VIEW3-rH.R 4222 . 

Tlie Subcommittee on Elementary, Secofidary arid Vocational Edu- 
cation! and the full Committee on Education and Labor have spent 
seVer^Lweeks listening to the views of various groups inter^ted in the 
imprt^ement and expansion of th^ School Lunch and Child Nutrition 
A,ct At the conclusion of these hearings tod refiew, f e\v could dispute 
the necessity of such legislation*. 

During Committee review, an amendment was offered which I 
originally supported. SinceM;hat time, however, additional informa- 
tion has come to my attention, and; I . must change my position. That 
amendment was to set a maximum ohar^ per school lunck for children 
Who do not i^ceive a free or reduced-price Itlnch at 250 (as. opposed to 
an avera^ of 450 this year). While this cost ceiling is uncdsputably a 
worthwmle goal, it could prpsent ns with serious problems for the com- 
ing yean. ' ' • ; ' ^ ' ' 

Becatfso the formula calls for a' federal subsidy for the difference' 
bqtAveto.the average price of a lunch, in effect bn January 1, 197:5^ 
and ,the'^50^ceilirig, it ignores the distinct .possibility of iiicreased costs 
for (igricultur0 commodities and increased wages for Jabor during 
1975. Consequently, any increa^djsosts during the coming year will 
1iayft 'fo1)e m^rmdrhj the^afe^andlocal' governmenS^^^ 

Thi}& is clearly, discriminatory against ttiose states that (1) pay. 
' higher labor wages; (2) haye higher costs for the agricultut'e prod- 
ucts; (3) ^ontribpte a high percentage of operational cost^ from state 
and localjrevenues. Undelr this formula, any increased costs, through 
any squtjce^ wQuld^again; have to be absorbed by the states. . 
' In iSTow England, an ayerage lunch costs between 77 and 80 6ents to 
prepare with a Currenicosttb the elementary school ^hild of 45 or 500 
ancl to th^ secondary. sqHoqL child of 60 la 600. llies^j;Qst34iav6 risen 
significantly in thejpast years, bafflcally aa a result of increased agri- 
culture, costs, rising labor m and incr^ase^." transportation costs, 
al'here is potning tp indicar^ Biat tlji^ trend will stop. JFiirthermore, 
this formula ignores the plfeiflyn w^ many^ states are now finding 
themselves as a result of the^Bbined' economic prqblems of inflation 
.and recession, particularly|«p^. result of unemployment. Revenues 
have fallen sharply while ae«B^ Jiasjpcreased significantly, creating 
an untenable situation. jj^^fc^^^* ' 

If the states are forced to' iHprb additional expexises, they will be 
confronted with two choices, both equally impalatable. One, they will 
have to reduce their partidpation in other, equally deserving pro- 
grams, or two, they will beaorced to end their participation in the 
School Luijch Prb/rram. Both these situations v^m\d be conf raij to 
the intent of overall, federal! le^slation and would certainly not be 
in the interests of /oxir^ nation^slchildren. ' . - 

. If the improvement an*d expansion of the School LuncJi and Child 
ISfutrition Act for aU children is indeed our objective, we must enact 
a foi*mula that will be fa:r more responsive to the needs oiour children 
and the fifiancial capabilities 6f state and local goveriimenfs. ' . 

• ' ~ " \" '~ff I 7 " IfoXALU Ar^SARASINv/ 



